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Mr. WEBB. Mr. President, I yield the 

floor and suggest the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING Officer. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered. 

f 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

f 

COMMERCE, JUSTICE, SCIENCE, 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO-
PRIATIONS ACT, 2010 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will re-
sume consideration of H.R. 2847, which 
the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 2847) making appropriations 
for the Departments of Commerce and Jus-
tice, and Science, and Related Agencies for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 2010, and 
for other purposes. 

Pending: 
Vitter-Bennett amendment No. 2644, to 

provide that none of the funds made avail-
able in this Act may be used for collection of 
census data that does not include a question 
regarding status of U.S. citizenship. 

Johanns amendment No. 2393, prohibiting 
the use of funds to fund the Association of 
Community Organizations for Reform Now 
(ACORN). 

Levin-Coburn amendment No. 2627, to en-
sure adequate resources for resolving thou-
sands of offshore tax cases involving hidden 
accounts at offshore financial institutions. 

Durbin modified amendment No. 2647, to 
require the Comptroller General to review 
and audit Federal funds received by ACORN. 

Begich-Murkowski amendment No. 2646, to 
allow tribes located inside certain boroughs 
in Alaska to receive Federal funds for their 
activities. 

Ensign modified amendment No. 2648, to 
provide additional funds for the State Crimi-
nal Alien Assistance Program by reducing 
corporate welfare programs. 

Shelby-Feinstein amendment No. 2625, to 
provide danger pay to Federal agents sta-
tioned in dangerous foreign field offices. 

Leahy amendment No. 2642, to include non-
profit and volunteer ground and air ambu-
lance crew members and first responders for 
certain benefits. 

Graham amendment No. 2669, to prohibit 
the use of funds for the prosecution in Arti-
cle III courts of the United States of individ-
uals involved in the September 11, 2001, ter-
rorist attacks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 

ENERGY AND WATER APPROPRIATIONS 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I plan 
on spending some time on the CJS ap-
propriations bill, but I want to delay a 
moment. We are going to have a clo-
ture vote, whether that is today or to-
morrow or sometime, on the Energy 
and Water Conference Report. I was the 

one who objected to bringing that to 
the floor and for some very serious rea-
sons. Unanimously, the Senate body 
agreed to an amendment that would 
create transparency in that appropria-
tions bill. There were no objections; it 
was a unanimous vote. What we at-
tempted to do was to bring to light, to 
the American people, not just the 30 
Senators who were going to get the re-
ports—70 percent of the Senate cannot 
see the reports—to the rest of the Sen-
ators and to the rest of the American 
people, the reports that are requested 
by Congress on the operation of this 
appropriation authority. 

We put in there a very specific exclu-
sion for anything that would affect se-
curity so those items would not be ex-
posed. 

There were no significant efforts to 
hold this in conference. So I wanted to 
explain for a few minutes to the Amer-
ican people and to my colleagues why 
it is important. What we have here are 
the following reports. The question you 
have to ask is, why does the Appropria-
tions Committee not want the Amer-
ican people to see this information? 
What in the world could be a good rea-
son for American citizens and 70 Sen-
ators to not be able to see this? There 
is not any good reason. 

I will go through and list what some 
of the reports are in this bill. Then I 
will raise the question: Why are we not 
letting the American people see it? 
Why are we not letting 70 of our col-
leagues see it? 

An annual report on the Department 
of Energy, on their financial balances, 
is important information to me. It 
should be to every Member of this 
body. But it also should be important 
to every citizen out there who is pay-
ing for the $1.6 trillion deficit we have 
this year. Actually, they are not pay-
ing, their kids are. 

A report by Chief of Engineers on 
Water Resources, but the way it is 
phrased, it is on a ‘‘water resource 
matter.’’ In other words, someone very 
specifically tied that so they would 
have information others do not have. 
This is government in the dark; this is 
not transparent government. 

A report by the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission identifying barriers to and 
its recommendations for streamlining 
construction of new nuclear reactors. If 
we want to get to clean energy, that is 
one way to do it. Yet the barriers for 
that construction, we are not going to 
know what they are. The American 
people are not going to find out and 70 
Senators are not going to find out. We 
are not going to have that made avail-
able to us. 

Two reports to report on the transfer 
of funds within the Department of 
Army, and a report on the transfer of 
funds within the Bureau of Reclama-
tion for oversight activities—in other 
words, a report on the funds that are 
transferring for oversight, only appro-
priators get to see that. The American 
people do not get to see it. I do not get 
to see it. The President pro tempore 

right now does not get to see it. Only 
the appropriators. Why would we not 
want to share that with the American 
people? Is there some reason? 

A report by the administration on de-
tailed accounting of receipts into and 
obligations and expenditures from the 
inland waterways trust fund. Well, 
what most people do not realize is 
when we put out a number that is our 
budget deficit every year, that number 
does not recognize what we have stolen 
from multitudes of trust funds, includ-
ing the inland waterway trust fund, 
which is very important to all of the 
things that go on along the Mississippi 
River, the McClellan-Kerr Navigation 
System, the Upper Mississippi River, 
the Great Lakes. All of those are fund-
ed by the inland waterways trust 
fund—except we steal all of the money 
out of it so there is no money in it. 
Here is the report on it, and they do 
not want the American people to see it. 
Why would you not want the American 
people to see that we are stealing from 
the funds we have set up that were sup-
posed to be dedicated to do certain 
things? Because you really do not want 
a transparent Congress so the Amer-
ican people can see what is going on. 

A report on remediation efforts by 
the Corps of Engineers through the for-
merly utilized Sites Remedial Action 
Program. Most of us do not even know 
what that is. But the fact is, if we have 
former sites that required remedial ac-
tion, why should’nt we all get to see 
that? Why should we not be able to 
make a value judgment on whether the 
Corps did a good job and what they are 
doing with the money? But yet we can-
not. 

A report detailing the implementa-
tion and progress of the measurement 
plans for each funded energy innova-
tion hub. We have these hubs out there 
to create alternative and renewable en-
ergy, except we are not going to see 
what they are doing. It is not going to 
be available to us. It is not going to be 
available to the American people, and 
they are paying for it. What happens if 
there is an idea and somebody reads 
about it and it gives them another 
idea? 

A report by the Secretary of Energy 
to the Committee on Appropriations of 
the House and the Senate on the state 
of defined benefit pension liabilities in 
the Department for the preceding year. 
That is something we should all be 
aware of, not just a couple of staff 
members on the Appropriations Com-
mittee. The American people should 
know that, in fact, they do not have 
the money in the bank to fund their 
pension liabilities. Yet we are going to 
suppress that information. We are 
going to keep it from the sunshine. We 
are going to keep it from the light of 
day so the American people cannot see 
how miserably the government runs its 
own business. We do not want that out. 
We do not want you to see it. 

I could go on and on. I have three 
pages of reports. Notably, some of 
them are security related and should 
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not be released to the American public, 
which this amendment protected. 

What this means is that 88 percent of 
the Members of the House and 70 per-
cent of the Members of the Senate do 
not have available to them the tools 
with which to make decisions. But, 
more importantly than that, the Amer-
ican people do not have transparency 
in their government. They are never 
going to be made available for tax-
payers to read. They are never going to 
see how sloppily the money is spent, 
how we borrow money from funds that 
are supposed to be dedicated and spend 
them on things that are pet political 
projects. We do not want them to see 
that. This is not controversial. The 
only place it is controversial is to 
those who are working in the dark. And 
the very fact that this did not come 
out of conference with transparency— 
every other appropriations bill we have 
passed so far has had this transparency 
for report language. So why would we 
bring it to the floor? We should be very 
concerned that was excluded from this 
conference report, for a republic cannot 
function, it cannot survive unless it is 
truly transparent to the people it rep-
resents. 

Our President was elected on the 
promise of bringing greater trans-
parency to Washington, not only just 
to the workings of the Federal Govern-
ment but to our daily workings as we 
tend to government. Congress should 
have supported this effort. 

I serve notice on the Senate that any 
conference report that does not have 
transparency, which I will offer and 
have offered to every bill, that comes 
back from a conference, I will do every-
thing I can to block it until that is put 
back in it. The American people de-
serve no less than that. It is, in fact, 
their government, not 30 appropriators’ 
government. It is not just the 30 appro-
priators who get to govern this coun-
try. The fact that this piece of good 
government, of transparency, of put-
ting out for everybody to see what we 
are doing has been precluded sends ex-
actly the wrong message to the Amer-
ican people. So it will be that I will 
come here again, and I will not give up 
until such time as the American people 
truly get to see a transparent govern-
ment. 

The President and I passed a bill 
called the Transparency and Account-
ability Act. You can go to 
usgovernmentspending.gov and you can 
see where we are spending money. 
Sometime this spring you are going to 
see it all of the way down to the sub-
contractor, subgrantees level. You are 
going to be able to go online and see 
where every penny, except for national 
security purposes, is spent and who got 
the money. That is real open govern-
ment. That is real democracy. That is 
real freedom. That is real liberty. 

Without that, based on the dem-
onstration that we make here today by 
bringing up a bill that keeps us cloaked 
in secrecy, that keeps the American 
people in the dark, what we will have 

and continue to have is less and less 
confidence of the American people as 
we try to lead this country back to the 
greatness it once had. 

CJS APPROPRIATIONS 
I am now going to spend a few min-

utes, if I may, talking about the Com-
merce-Justice appropriations bill. This 
is another in a long line of bills that 
has a double-digit increase in the size 
of the government, on the back of a 
double-digit increase last year, and on 
the back of a $16.2 billion shot in the 
arm from the stimulus. 

We were at $60 billion, essentially, 
last year, and we are going to increase 
it by $7.59 billion. That is a 12.6-per-
cent, 12.7-percent increase. I brought a 
chart out here last week. I will bring it 
back again today as we debate the 
amendments I have. But not counting 
the stimulus, if we keep passing appro-
priations bills at the rate at which this 
body has passed this year, the size of 
the Federal Government will double in 
3.5 years. 

I think that is probably just exactly 
the opposite mood of the American 
people today. Yet we turn a deaf ear to 
the fact that 43 cents out of this $67 bil-
lion that we are going to spend—43 per-
cent of it we are going to directly bor-
row from our kids. 

We do not have the money in the 
bank to pay for this. We are going to fi-
nance it through a lower standard of 
living for our children. There is no 
question a portion of this increase is 
related to the census. The Census Bu-
reau is in a mess. We have a good new 
Director. It was completely mis-
managed by the Bush administration, 
there is no question about it, by the 
Secretary of Commerce, and also the 
Director of the Census. 

We had a great caretaker who re-
placed the previous Census Director, 
and he did what he could. Now we have 
a new, very experienced Director of the 
Census by the name of Dr. Groves, who 
is handling a very difficult problem. 

But it is going to come out that it is 
going to take $60 a person—hear this— 
to count the people in the United 
States. 

Please give me that contract for 10 
cents a person. Please let me do it for 
10 cents a person. We are going to 
spend 60 cents a person—pardon me, $60 
a person, $60 a person to count the peo-
ple in the United States. 

Go figure. Let’s outline what hap-
pened to the Census. The Census rou-
tinely uses no-bid, cost-plus contracts. 
Whatever it costs, do it. Well, it just so 
happens their plan went awry. They 
paid bonuses to a company that failed 
to deliver what was ordered. The Cen-
sus failed to be clear about what they 
wanted in terms of the electronic de-
vices. So we have $750 million worth of 
junk we cannot use. Somebody ought 
to be held accountable for that. 

Do you know who that is? That is us. 
How dare we waste almost $1 billion on 
one contract, because it was a cost- 
plus, was not overseen. We did not 
know what we were asking for, and yet 

the people who supplied it did not lose 
a thing. That is a very profitable con-
tract. 

That is why we have problems in the 
Federal Government. That is why we 
have $50 billion worth of waste a year 
in the Pentagon: because we do not 
know what we want, and there is no 
capital at risk for the people who are 
bidding these contracts. So, con-
sequently, they just do whatever be-
cause it is cost-plus. They just send a 
bill at the end of the month, and we 
pay it. So we are going to have an $18 
billion census that has a high likeli-
hood of being the least accurate census 
we have ever had. There are probably 
going to be numerous lawsuits over 
this census. 

My hope is that Director Groves can, 
in fact, salvage the census. But when 
we get it, it is not going to be accurate. 
It is going to displace six House seats 
because it is going to count illegal 
aliens who should not be counted in 
terms of the apportionment for the 
seats in Congress. 

There are 561 earmarks in this bill. 
Two-thirds of them—hear me clearly— 
go to members of the Appropriations 
Committee. Is that not a coincidence? 
One-third goes to the other 70 Members 
of the body, but two-thirds goes to the 
30 members sitting on the Appropria-
tions Committee. 

The President proposed that two pro-
grams be absolutely terminated be-
cause they have zero worth, value, and 
contribution to the Federal Govern-
ment. They are both funded in the bill. 
The bill is one of many we will pass 
that will have double-digit increases. I 
wonder how many families right now 
are seeing a double-digit increase in 
their income. That is a rarity today in 
our economy. Yet we put on the floor 
almost a 13-percent increase which is 
about the average of everything else we 
have been putting out here, in spite of 
the fact we just spent $800 billion of 
our kids’ money on a stimulus pack-
age, and this agency received a signifi-
cant portion of that. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. NEL-

SON of Nebraska). The clerk will call 
the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. COBURN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I want 
the American people to know where we 
stand financially. The war on terror 
will not defeat us. We will defeat our-
selves. Every known republic to the 
world collapsed through fiscal mis-
management. We can read the history, 
Alexander Tyler on the Athenian em-
pire, several other scholarly works 
throughout the last two to three cen-
turies. 

What we are really talking about is 
our kids. They are not my kids. My 
kids are grown. They are all in their 
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30s. We are talking about youngsters 
this age. She makes a great point. She 
is already $38,375 in debt, and all she 
owns is a dollhouse. The sad thing is, 
she totally underestimates, because 
her obligation for things we have prom-
ised ourselves for which she will have 
to pay above and beyond income tax 
rates we have today, Social Security 
taxes and Medicare taxes, is just a 
mere $400,000. So by the time she be-
comes 20, she will owe $800,000, if we 
count the interest which is coming. It 
is not long before we will be spending a 
trillion dollars a year on interest. And 
this number, by that time, will be 
$118,000. So now we will have her at 
$918,000 that she is going to have to pay 
off for us. 

Think about that as a moral ques-
tion. Should we in fact cut the legs off 
our grandchildren so that politicians 
and political leaders today can spin 
things and avoid making the most dif-
ficult choices that we now need to 
make? If one follows the news, espe-
cially the financial news, the problem 
the United States faces today is the 
fact that the world is losing confidence 
in the dollar. There is a reason for 
that. What is the reason? The world is 
starting to sense that as we continue 
to borrow more and more billions and 
trillions of dollars that we will not be 
able to pay it back. Therefore, the 
world’s valuation of our currency be-
comes less confident. Therefore, the 
cost to borrow in the future becomes 
higher. The figure I just quoted, the 
$918,000 per child who is born over the 
next 30 years, is based on today’s inter-
est rates of 3.4 percent on a 10-year 
note that the Government offers. What 
happens when the interest rates are 10 
or 11 percent? We are talking about a 
fiscal collapse that has never before 
been seen in the history of the world. 
Yet we continue to put spending bills 
on the floor and laud the fact that we 
are only borrowing 43 cents out of 
every dollar we spend this year. 

There will come a time when we 
can’t borrow 43 cents out of every dol-
lar we spend. What will we do then? 
What will happen then? What will hap-
pen is the following: We will either see 
a totally debased currency which 
means everything we worked for our 
entire life will be markedly decreased 
in value or we will see 15, 20, 30 percent 
inflation. There is no other exit for 
this other than for us to do the fol-
lowing: We have to start making the 
hard choices now. 

This bill doesn’t do it. From 2008 to 
2009, the fiscal year ended September 
30, we increased CJS by 15.5 percent. 
This bill comes back and increases it 
another 12.6 percent. Compound that 
out and we find, without the stimulus 
money they also got, that we will dou-
ble the size of this agency in less than 
4 years. I am not sure that is what we 
want. 

Here is what we have done so far. If 
we look at the bottom corner, inflation 
is expected to be less than 1.6 percent. 
Yet we see the following percentage in-

creases: 5.7; 7.2; Energy and Water, 1.4— 
the only reason it was 1.4 is because 
they got $45 billion from the stimulus— 
Agriculture, 12.6; Treasury-HUD, 22.5; 
Interior, 16.2; and now CJS, 12.6. 

Most families—and I know almost 
every business—are making hard 
choices right now about what they 
spend money on and what they do not. 
They are in tough times. Somehow 
that hasn’t reverberated to this body. 
If it has, it has not reverberated to the 
appropriations committees of the 
House or Senate. That will be an 
amendment to freeze spending at last 
year’s level, which could easily be 
done, but we don’t have the courage to 
do that. There will be several other 
amendments offered. They are working 
on an agreement at this time. 

I will be offering three amendments. 
I will wait until the Senator from 
Maryland comes before offering them. I 
understand they don’t want me to call 
them up at this time. So I will not. One 
of the amendments limits funding to 
the National Science Foundation. It 
has created quite an uproar with polit-
ical scientists that we would dare de-
crease the amount of money we spend 
on figuring out why politicians are 
vague or why certain people vote a cer-
tain way or the other way. What hap-
pens when we spend money on obvious 
answers is that money for the National 
Science Foundation doesn’t go to cure 
a disease. It doesn’t go to make an ab-
solute impact on some child who is suf-
fering from a chronic disease that un-
less the research dollars are there, they 
will never have a normal life or life-
style. In fact, everybody screams when 
some of their money gets attacked. 

So the political scientists in the 
country, those who get this money, 
$91.3 million over the last 10 years that 
we have doled out to political sci-
entists, that $91 million could have 
gone to the study of biology or chem-
istry or pharmaceutical science or 
fields of endeavor such as micronutri-
ents or cellular metabolism or genetic 
manipulation so we can cure a disease. 
Instead, where do they spend the 
money? Campaigns and elections, elec-
toral choice systems, political change, 
domestic conflict, party activism, po-
litical psychology, and political toler-
ance. 

What are some of the good things 
NSF does? NSF scientists have devel-
oped new computer-generated robotics 
to help people with severe disabilities. 
They can do what we can do, those of 
us who don’t have a physical disability, 
except they can now do it with a robot. 
They become independent again and 
get their life back. NSF supported en-
gineers that created a bone substitute 
that blends in tendon tissues which 
mimics natural bone and provides bet-
ter integration so that people with lost 
movement in their joints have it re-
turned. NSF created technology with 
their grants to engineer the next gen-
eration of biofuels. We are seeing the 
science. They created a new type of 
fiber reinforced concrete that bends 

without cracking. It is 300 to 500 times 
more resistant to cracking and 40 per-
cent lighter in weight which means we 
can build bridges that will never fall 
down. We won’t have a Minnesota trag-
edy again. That is the real science from 
the National Science Foundation. 

Let me give a little hint of what the 
National Science Foundation projects 
for political science have been. 

There is $188,206 to ask the question: 
Why do political candidates make 
vague statements, and what are the 
consequences? We all know the answer 
to that. They make vague statements 
because they want to get reelected. 
They do not want to get pinned down. 
It is not hard to figure out, but we blew 
a lot of money on it. 

How about a grant for political dis-
cussion in the workplace? That has to 
be an important priority for the coun-
try now that we are running a $1.6 tril-
lion deficit. 

Here is one: television news and the 
visual framing of war. I am certain 
that is an important research topic 
that we should sacrifice our children’s 
future for, and I know it must be a pri-
ority for her, this little girl, whose 
daddy or mama was smart enough to 
recognize what the real consequences 
of our behavior are. 

Or how about another study: Why 
people are for or against military con-
flicts? Nobody is for military conflicts. 
They are for the defense of our coun-
try. But to spend money to study why 
people are for or against? Tell me what 
that contributes to her future? 

I am accused of being a flatlander. I 
do come from Oklahoma. I was born in 
Wyoming. But there is one difference 
with us flatlanders: we actually have 
worked in our lives, we understand 
common sense, and we have had to 
make hard choices before. 

How about this study, the impact of 
Medicare reform on senior citizens’ po-
litical views. I can tell you what it is. 
We take away a benefit, they are not 
going to like it; we add a benefit, they 
are going to like it. Send me the check. 
I will do it for free. It is plain, old com-
mon sense. It may be nice to have the 
statistics behind that, but we all know 
the answer to those questions. 

Here is another one: evaluate whip 
counts. Let me tell you what a whip 
count is. Every party has a whip so 
they can count the votes before they 
happen so they think they know what 
is going to happen on the vote, so they 
know what votes to bring up and what 
votes not to. We are going to have a 
study by Congress: How do whip counts 
impact party leaders in the legislative 
process? Who cares. Nobody should 
care about that. What we should care 
about is her future. We have our prior-
ities totally upside down and turned on 
their ear. 

How about a conference on the effect 
of YouTube on the 2008 election. Now, 
the people who are interested in that 
are politicians because ‘‘how do we use 
YouTube to get reelected?’’ Should we 
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be paying for that with your tax dol-
lars? ‘‘How do we keep incumbents in-
cumbents?’’ I would think a better 
study of political science is, how do 
you throw us all out. That is a better 
use of the funds. How do you get rid of 
us since we are doing such a terrible 
job managing the finances of this coun-
try? 

Or how about the ‘‘NewsHour’’ with 
Jim Lehrer—to pay for complete, live, 
prime-time gavel-to-gavel coverage of 
the Democratic and GOP National Con-
ventions. Guess what. They were cov-
ered by three other networks free. We 
did not pay them a penny. Yet we pay 
this. 

We are going to increase NSF’s budg-
et in this bill 8 percent, the National 
Science Foundation. It is the one we 
ought to be increasing 12 or 15 percent, 
but it ought to be on real science, on 
pure science, on science that has an 
outcome we can measure that is not re-
lated to the observation of common 
fact but is new research that will de-
rive great benefits for the people of 
this country. 

So I will be offering an amendment 
to limit the amount of money. We are 
going to hear all sorts of claims. What 
we have heard already on the blogs is 
that National Science Foundation po-
litical science research contributes to 
our understanding of democracy. I 
think we have pretty well figured what 
democracy is. ‘‘Our ability to have a 
free and open democratic process would 
be significantly harmed without this 
research.’’ 

You know what is being harmed is 
her generation, as we foolishly spend 
dollar after dollar on things that are 
not a priority—hundreds of millions of 
dollars on program after program after 
program that 90 percent of Americans 
could say: That might be fine if we 
were in a cash-rich position, but at a 
time when the Federal Government is 
about to double every 4 years and the 
debt is about to double every 5 years, 
wouldn’t it be smart to not spend 
money we don’t have on things we 
don’t need? So that is what this 
amendment is. 

There is another claim: The loss of 
National Science Foundation funding 
will significantly harm political 
science research in this country. Let 
me give you a few facts about that. The 
University of Michigan—they are the 
receiver of the largest grant under the 
NSF—has a $7.5 billion endowment. 
That is just one of the universities— 
$7.5 billion—and we are supposed to 
keep sending, every 10 years, $100 mil-
lion for political science research. 

Here is the political science—here it 
is: The heritage of this Nation is that 
one generation creates opportunity for 
the next by sacrificing, making the 
hard choices they need to make to 
make sure what has worked in the past 
will provide them opportunities in the 
future. This does not do any of that. 
What it says is, the ones who are on 
the ins, the people who are well con-
nected now, the people who are depend-

ent on millions of dollars of funding— 
when they are sitting with billions of 
dollars in their endowments—are worth 
more than she is. That is exactly the 
problem. 

Until we figure out we are going to 
have to make some tough sacrifices, 
her future is at risk. Unless we do this 
fairly soon, we could very well be on an 
irreversible course. Two or three more 
years of spending the way we are 
spending and borrowing the way we are 
borrowing will doom her to a standard 
of living 40 percent below what we see 
today. Those are not my words, the 
economists agree. The governments are 
going to end up consuming 45 or 50 per-
cent of our total GDP. We are at 10 per-
cent this year—the highest in our his-
tory with the exception of being in the 
midst of World War II. Never have we 
been in such shape as we are in today. 

I think we have a lot of things wrong. 
But the No. 1 thing we have wrong is 
we have forgotten that service is about 
sacrifice. Service is about giving up 
something of you so somebody else gets 
ahead. We cannot expect the American 
people to model that behavior if we are 
not willing to do it. If everything we do 
is about protecting our own vested po-
litical interests and protecting our 
campaign contributors and protecting 
the well connected and not excluding 
and divorcing ourselves from all of that 
and making great commonsense judg-
ments, we are history as a nation. 

I wonder when it started. I wonder 
when it started that we decided we 
were more important than the country. 
I wonder when it started when we de-
cided we would push our hand and say: 
Stop the heritage of this country. 
When did it start that we decided we 
were worth more than the generations 
that follow us? When did it start that 
we decided we were not brave enough 
to take the hits to make the hard 
choices so the Republic can be pre-
served? When did it start? When did 
that cowardice start because it is ever 
present now as we go through the ap-
propriations process. 

I ran a business for 9 years, and I 
learned a lot doing that. I learned a lot 
about people. But I also learned a lot 
about making tough choices. We, in 
fact, can make tough choices and pre-
serve what is good and best and bright-
est in all of us. As a matter of fact, 
hope comes from that, when people 
make those tough decisions that, in 
fact, consider the very personal nature 
of how individuals are affected and 
they are at work for the common good 
for the long run. 

You see, there is not a business out 
there today that is surviving just 
thinking only in the short run. If they 
are, they will not be here 2 years from 
now. They are all thinking in the long 
run. They are all positioning, planning, 
managing, developing. The same with 
families. They are doing that right now 
at the dinner table—positioning, plan-
ning, developing what is going to come 
next: How we are going to get where we 
want to go. We are in a rough period 

now. What do we cut back? What is the 
thing that we sacrifice today to secure 
the future for our family tomorrow? 

Ashamedly, not much of that exists 
in Washington. What does exist is a 
willingness to say yes to everybody, 
and then wink and nod and try to have 
it both ways. I am not a both ways 
kind of guy, and neither is America. 
The great sheet is about to be lifted 
over the, I would use, imbecilic meth-
ods of Washington. When transparency 
gets its full view, America is going to 
make some major changes, and I am 
not talking Republican-Democrat. I am 
talking both. 

This is a problem of elitism. This is a 
problem of short-term thinking by the 
political leaders of this country on: 
How do I manage my political career 
and to heck with the rest of the coun-
try. Nobody in their right mind would 
bring appropriations bills to the floor 
that have these types of increases at a 
time when we are stealing $1.4 trillion 
from our grandkids. How do we justify 
it? How do we justify growing the Fed-
eral Government at a time when fami-
lies are struggling like they have never 
struggled except during World War II 
and the Great Depression? How do we 
justify that? 

We do not justify it. We cannot jus-
tify it. What we can do, and what will 
happen in the debate on the amend-
ments I bring forward—they will be ig-
nored. They just will not debate it. It 
will go away. That is what happens 
when we bring critical amendments to 
the floor and question the wisdom of 
growing the Federal Government larg-
er and larger without developing a way 
to pay for it and without taking a crit-
ical look at all of those programs out 
there. 

There is $350 billion worth of waste, 
fraud, and duplication in the Federal 
Government right now. The American 
people ought to be clamoring that we 
freeze spending everywhere until we 
have done a review of every govern-
ment program that is out there—just 
like they are doing with their own fam-
ilies, just like they are doing with 
their own businesses, just like every 
organization in America today is hav-
ing to do, except governments. 

How is it this can happen? How is it 
we can go down the sewer drain just 
like other republics, knowing what his-
tory says will happen to us if, in fact, 
we abandon fiscal sanity? That is what 
this appropriations bill does, and all 
the rest of them we have passed be-
cause, in fact, we will double the size of 
the Federal Government in the next 4 
years, based on 2008, 2009, not counting 
the stimulus. 

If we are running a $1.4 trillion def-
icit—actually $1.8 trillion when we 
count everything we have stolen from 
Social Security and everything we 
have stolen from, for example, the in-
land waterways trust fund and the 
other trust funds; and we have not 
funded any Federal pensions; and, by 
the way, we have not funded anything 
else we have an obligation for, such as 
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VA health care or military retire-
ment—none of those things are fund-
ed—what happens when we get in the 
crunch? 

What happens when nobody loans to 
us anymore? Wouldn’t it be prudent to 
prepare for that? Wouldn’t it be pru-
dent for us to dig in as a nation— 
Democrats and Republicans and Inde-
pendents—and say: Time out. Let’s 
look where we are. Let’s quit wasting 
$350 billion a year. Let’s eliminate the 
duplication. There are 800 programs 
outside the Department of Education 
that are run by the Federal Govern-
ment for education—outside the De-
partment of Education. How about 
eliminating them or at least putting 
them in the Department of Education 
and consolidating them. And oh, by the 
way, education has done a wonderful 
job at the Federal Government level. 
As soon as the Federal Government got 
into our educational system, our scores 
started declining, our graduation rates 
started declining, and our college grad-
uation rates started declining. That is 
the record of the Federal Government’s 
involvement in education in this coun-
try. 

There is a lot we can fix, not just my 
ideas. The question I am asking is, 
Why aren’t we asking the question? 
Why aren’t the American people chal-
lenging their elected Members to the 
Senate and the House? Where are your 
priorities? Does she not matter? Does 
their future not matter? Answer the 
question: With $918,000 worth of un-
funded liability and debt for which at 
20 years of age she will be paying—we 
will be paying the interest, which 
means the taxes for that interest will 
come back to her eventually—how will 
she get a college education? How will 
she own a home besides a dollhouse? 
How will it happen? Will Tinker Bell 
just come down and give it to her? 
That isn’t going to happen. So as we 
think outyears, we ought to be think-
ing about what our actions today are 
going to cost. Yet we don’t. 

These are disturbing times. These are 
not just disturbing times because we 
face a war on terror, and they are not 
disturbing times because we have an 
economic downturn. What is disturbing 
is that we absolutely have avoided 
leadership in bringing this country 
back to its commonsense basics of 
spending money we have for things 
that are an ultimate priority, not 
spending money we don’t have on 
things we don’t need. A large portion of 
these appropriations bills spends 
money we don’t have on things we 
don’t need. We may want them. There 
is no question that politicians want 
them. There is no question that the 
National Science Foundation political 
science grantees want them. Do we 
need them? That is the question. And 
we have no leadership that will discern, 
at a crucial juncture in our history, a 
path that will bring us to not only a re-
covery from this recession but a recov-
ery for an opportunity for every child 
her age. 

It is deeply personal with me. I have 
five grandchildren. I look in their eyes, 
and I see the potential of their lives 
and all of these other children who are 
out there. There is tremendous poten-
tial in them. You know what, we are 
going to waterboard them. That is 
what we are going to do. We are going 
to waterboard them. We are going to 
flood them with debt. We are going to 
shackle their opportunities. We are 
going to limit their possibilities be-
cause we don’t have the courage to 
make the difference for their future. 

Mr. President, I will yield the floor, 
and I will come back and offer my 
amendments when the Senator from 
Maryland arrives. 

With that, I note the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. COBURN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to call up amendment No. 2631. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In my 
capacity as a Senator from Nebraska, I 
object. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I note 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2631 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to call up amend-
ment No. 2631. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the pending amendment is 
set aside. 

Mr. COBURN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to set aside the pending amend-
ment and to call up amendment No. 
2631. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 

The assistant bill clerk read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2631. 

Mr. COBURN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To redirect funding of the National 

Science Foundation toward practical sci-
entific research) 
At the appropriate place in title III, insert 

the following: 
SEC. ll. None of the funds appropriated 

under this Act may be used to carry out the 
functions of the Political Science Program 
in the Division of Social and Economic 

Sciences of the Directorate for Social, Be-
havioral, and Economic Sciences of the Na-
tional Science Foundation. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2632 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to set aside the 
pending amendment and call up 
amendment No. 2632. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The assistant bill clerk read as fol-

lows: 
The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 2632. 

Mr. COBURN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To require public disclosure of 

certain reports) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. lll. (a) Notwithstanding any other 

provision of this Act and except as provided 
in subsection (b), any report required to be 
submitted by a Federal agency or depart-
ment to the Committee on Appropriations of 
either the Senate or the House of Represent-
atives in this Act shall be posted on the pub-
lic website of that agency upon receipt by 
the committee. 

(b) Subsection (a) shall not apply to a re-
port if— 

(1) the public posting of the report com-
promises national security; or 

(2) the report contains proprietary infor-
mation. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2667 
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to set aside that 
amendment in order to call up amend-
ment No. 2667. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk 
will report. 

The assistant bill clerk read as fol-
lows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Coburn] 
proposes an amendment numbered 2667. 

Mr. COBURN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To reduce waste and abuse at the 

Department of Commerce) 
At the appropriate place, insert the fol-

lowing: 
SEC. lll. (a) ADDITIONAL AMOUNT FOR OF-

FICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL.—The amount 
appropriated by title I under the heading 
‘‘OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL’’ under the 
heading ‘‘DEPARTMENTAL MANAGEMENT’’ 
under the heading ‘‘DEPARTMENT OF COM-
MERCE’’ is increased by $4,499,000. 

(b) OFFSET.—The amount appropriated by 
title I under the heading ‘‘HERBERT C. HOOVER 
BUILDING RENOVATION AND MODERNIZATION’’ 
under the heading ‘‘DEPARTMENTAL MANAGE-
MENT’’ under the heading ‘‘DEPARTMENT 
OF COMMERCE’’ is decreased by $5,000,000. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I wish 
to talk about amendment No. 2667. 
This is a fairly straightforward amend-
ment. 

The House has $5 million for renova-
tion of the Hoover Building. There is 
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no question that we need to have a con-
tinuing ongoing project of renovating 
that. However, in the Senate, we have 
$17.5 million. 

If we look at the Commerce Depart-
ment and what is going wrong, what we 
see is that because we are limited by 
funds, we don’t have an active enough 
oversight of what is going on inside; 
otherwise, we could never account for 
the billions of dollars of waste on the 
census. 

This is a straightforward amend-
ment. It just says: Of that $17.5 mil-
lion, we are going to take $5 million, 
which still puts us at 21⁄2 times what 
the House has, and direct it toward the 
Inspector General’s Office of the Com-
merce Department. What that does is 
it enhances oversight, enhances trans-
parency, and enhances communication 
back to the Commerce Department so 
we can see what is going on with an 
agency that is obviously troubled. 

The inspector general’s department, 
and agency-wide, is fielded by tough, 
great people who probably would pret-
ty much agree with everything I spent 
the last hour talking about. The fact 
is, they are limited in what they can 
do. They are limited by the funds we 
give them. So we now come down again 
to priorities. Do we build bicycle racks 
out in front of the Herbert C. Hoover 
Building or do we spend money making 
sure the inspectors general and the 
auditors can actually see what is going 
on in this agency? 

It is very straightforward. It is going 
to be a fun vote. I understand how 
amendments go on the Senate floor 
when we are in the mood to spend 
money and not act responsibly. But do 
we really want transparency, do we 
really want to know what is going on, 
do we really want to discover the rea-
son we are in such big trouble, and do 
we really want to fund the inspector 
general at a level that will give us the 
information upon which we can make 
better decisions? That leaves alone the 
question of whether we will make bet-
ter decisions. I have a lack of con-
fidence on that, but at least with the 
right information, we will be able to, in 
fact, see what is going on. 

We continue not to prioritize funds. 
The Department of Commerce is going 
to get a 52-percent increase in funding 
in our version of this bill. It receives 
$7.9 billion in additional stimulus 
funds. That was 85 percent of what they 
received entirely in 2009, which means 
in a matter of 2 years we will have 
given them on average three times 
what they receive normally in a year. 
So we are talking about taking a small 
portion—$5 million—and directing it to 
the Inspector General’s Office so they 
can do what is needed to be done in 
terms of carrying out their responsibil-
ities. 

There is no question in my mind that 
the Department of Commerce is suf-
fering from mismanagement. I am not 
directing this to the present Secretary; 
I am directing this backwards through 
the Bush administration. Here are 

some statements that were made in the 
Senate report accompanying this bill: 

The committee is extremely concerned 
about the persistent pattern of cost overruns 
and schedule slippages on major projects and 
missions carried out by the agencies in this 
bill. 

The committee remains apprehensive 
about the management of the census. 

Reports have exposed a culture within 
many agencies that exhibits a lack of ac-
countability in oversight of grant funding. 

The committee is concerned that the Cen-
sus Bureau has failed to implement three 
recommendations by the IG. 

NOAA’s satellite programs have undergone 
extensive independent reviews after experi-
encing cost overruns, delays, and setbacks. 

The National Polar Orbiting Operational 
Environmental Satellite system has strug-
gled for years with cost overruns and sched-
ule delays and a high risk of gaps occurring 
to the Nation’s weather and climate sat-
ellites. 

The committee remains concerned by the 
lack of progress in reducing patent pendency 
and the overall patent backlog. 

I note the committee routinely takes 
money away from patent fees to use on 
other funds. As such, the committee 
has provided bill language to transfer 
funding to the Office of the Inspector 
General for the express purpose of con-
ducting all audit engagements in the 
oversight of U.S. Patent and Trade-
mark Office. 

Despite these concerns—and I didn’t 
list them all—with the Commerce De-
partment, and a 52-percent increase in 
spending in the bill, if you were con-
cerned, why would you increase spend-
ing that much? That is No. 1. The ac-
count for the inspector general is in-
creased only by 4.4 percent. So this is a 
measly little $5 million out of a $17.5 
million increase. The House only has $5 
million for the Herbert C. Hoover 
Building. So we put 21⁄2 times what the 
House does in the building, and we ac-
tually give the IG the money he needs 
to do his job. There isn’t an agency 
that needs more oversight and more 
work by an inspector general than the 
Commerce Department. 

I will limit my comments on this at 
the present time, and I will defer to the 
chairman, if she wishes to speak; Oth-
erwise, I will discuss one of the other 
amendments. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, first, 
we acknowledge the need for the Com-
merce Department to clean up its act 
in terms of its spending. The Senator 
from Oklahoma has indeed identified 
the very programs that give me heart-
burn as well: the NOAA satellite pro-
gram, which continually has cost over-
runs; the decennial census, until we in-
tervened with Secretary Gutierrez, had 
become a techno boondoggle; the back-
log at the Patent and Trademark Office 
is well known. 

However, he proposes to increase 
funds for the IG, even though the bill 
already meets the request for this of-
fice. This amendment is unnecessary 
because we provide $27 million for the 
Commerce inspector general. This 
matches what President Obama said he 
wanted to put in the Federal budget, 

and he thought it would do the job. In 
fiscal year 2009, the IG of Commerce re-
ceived 25.8. So we puffed it up 1.2 mil-
lion already. In addition to the stim-
ulus package, just to be sure that 
money was going in the right direction, 
we in the subcommittee, working on a 
bipartisan basis with Senator SHELBY, 
put in an additional $6 million to make 
sure we did have oversight and ac-
countability. We have not received any 
indication from the IG that that IG 
needs more money. Unnecessary fund-
ing will not make those problems go 
away. What we want to do is be able to 
push them, advocate them, and stand 
sentry. 

The building restoration which this 
amendment proposes to do will only 
add to the Commerce Department’s 
problems. It is called the Herbert C. 
Hoover Building. The building is in 
substandard condition. It really is in 
substandard condition. It is the only 
building over there that has not been 
upgraded in several years. Funding in 
this bill would begin to modernize it, 
particularly in much needed health and 
safety codes—heating, air conditioning, 
electricity, and plumbing. Funding in 
this covers the long partnership with 
GSA. I want the Senator from Okla-
homa to know I agree that we have to 
stand sentry on Commerce. If you go 
over the bill, I have added some tough 
provisions with Senator SHELBY on 
oversight—particularly on this NOAA 
satellite program. But taking from 
much needed repairs at Commerce to 
fund the much needed repairs in over-
sight I don’t think cuts it. I will oppose 
the amendment of the Senator from 
Oklahoma, though I think he and I are 
on the same broadband about necessary 
stewardship. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 

Mr. COBURN. We have communica-
tion from the GSA that says this 
amendment will not inhibit any of the 
plans, upgrades, or improvements to 
the Herbert C. Hoover Building. No. 2, 
we all admit there are problems at the 
Commerce Department. We have a 12.6- 
percent increase in spending but we in-
crease the IG by 4.4 percent. We are 
going to increase spending three times 
faster than the ability to track it and 
oversee it. We did increase it 4.4 per-
cent, but we increased the agency 12.6 
percent. We have our priorities back-
ward. We should be increasing the IG 
by 12.6 percent and the agency 4 per-
cent, or 1.6 percent to match inflation. 

This amendment will not, in any 
way, according to GSA, impede their 
ability to make the corrections that 
they need to make in terms of health 
and safety at the Herbert C. Hoover 
Building. 

I thank the chairman for her recogni-
tion of the problems at this agency. 
The answer to solve it is to let the dogs 
run. Let them find it. Let them go 
after it. Let them bring to light trans-
parency, and let them bring the reports 
that we need so we can make the 
changes we need. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 2632 

I want to spend a few moments on 
my next amendment, No. 2632. This is a 
very similar amendment. I spoke about 
it earlier. This amendment says that 
whatever reports we ask for, whatever 
answers we want from these agencies, 
in fact, unless it has to do with na-
tional security or defense, should be re-
ported to every Senator, not just the 
Senators on the Appropriations Com-
mittee. And more importantly, it 
should be reported to everybody in 
America. This is a great open govern-
ment amendment which says we will be 
transparent. 

We are requesting numerous reports 
in this bill. Why should the American 
people not get to see what those re-
ports show? Why should we not get to 
see how we are spending our money, 
why we are spending our money, and 
whether the effect of spending the 
money is having the desired outcome? 
H.R. 2847 requires reports, audits, and 
evaluates all decision documents and 
expenditures by the Bureau of the Cen-
sus. We all know that has been a prob-
lem. And I dispute that Secretary 
Gutierrez did anything about the prob-
lem, other than talk the former leader 
of the census into leaving. Secretary 
Gutierrez should have been following 
the census to know before it ever got in 
that kind of shape. We have a wonder-
ful leader there now, and I fully sup-
port him. I supported his nomination, 
and I supported his approval by the 
Senate. 

This would also require a quarterly 
report by the Attorney General regard-
ing the costs and contracting proce-
dures related to each conference held 
by the Department of Justice. Why 
should not everybody get to see that? 
Why should not Americans, who are ac-
tually paying for that, and their 
grandkids, such as this young lady in 
the photo, get to see it? Why should 
she not get to see that? This is 
straightforward. We will have a vote on 
this amendment. I have learned my les-
son on not getting them accepted. 
When they go to conference, we still 
hide it from the American people. So 
we will have a vote on this amendment 
and see whether people want to hide 
what we are doing or want it exposed 
fully to the American people. It is a 
good government amendment. 

We also have a request for a report 
that the Secretary, within 120 days of 
enactment of this act, shall report to 
the Committee on Appropriations that 
audits and evaluates all decision docu-
ments and expenditures by the Bureau 
of Census as it relates to the 2010 cen-
sus. Why just the Senators on the Ap-
propriations Committee? Why not the 
American people? Why should they not 
see that? 

The other thing it will do is allow us 
to conduct better oversight. The com-
mittee chairman—I have great regard 
for the Senator from Maryland, be-
cause I think she does care about over-
sight. I cannot say that about all of our 
colleagues on the Appropriations Com-

mittee. We would have done a lot of 
oversight on the Census Bureau in the 
Government Affairs Subcommittee. I 
can tell you that we have great em-
ployees there. We have had terrible 
leadership until now. At $60 a person to 
count people in the United States, peo-
ple ought to ask why. How did we allow 
this to happen? 

This amendment is one that the vast 
majority of Americans concur with and 
the vast majority of my colleagues, I 
hope, will concur with. 

I yield to the chairman of the com-
mittee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland is recognized. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. I want to make a 
comment about the status of the Com-
merce Department building. I will be 
very clear that the subcommittee, on a 
bipartisan basis, supports vigorous 
oversight. The Commerce Building has 
not been renovated in more than 20 
years. 

Let me quote to you from the Wash-
ington Post in an article called 
‘‘NOAA’s Ark.’’ It says: 

When the Marine ecologist Jane 
Lubchenko was finally confirmed in March 
as the Under Secretary of Commerce in 
charge of NOAA, she went to check into her 
new digs on the fifth floor at the Commerce 
Department. It was a fine corner on 15th and 
Constitution, nothing fancy, but it over-
looked the Washington Monument. But when 
she opened the door and she went to powder 
her nose, she found a massive Norwegian rat. 
The critter had come in through the derelict 
plumbing that was in her office. Now, she, 
with her typical good humor, laughed it off 
and said, as an ecologist, she found it bio-
logically fascinating that sewer rats were 
able to come into the Commerce Depart-
ment. 

We told her she couldn’t have a grant 
to study it, but we wanted to do some-
thing about the renovation. That is 
what we are—we want the best and the 
brightest to work in our government 
agencies, and to come up with new 
ideas such as in NOAA, to save the 
planet, to do the necessary scientific 
research to save fisheries. In that case, 
it would have influenced the economy 
of my State tremendously. We cannot 
minimize the need to refurbish that 
building. Air pockets have been devel-
oping in the plumbing at the Depart-
ment of Commerce, and in order to get 
rid of the rats, you have to have reg-
ular flushes. This is not a laughing 
matter. It sounds like a laughing mat-
ter, but I want to be able to go forward 
to modernize the Commerce Depart-
ment, working with the Secretary, and 
continue our vigorous oversight. Let’s 
modernize the building. I hope we can 
defeat that amendment. 

There is an amendment that the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma has offered that 
requires more transparency in our re-
ports to Congress. I think that is a 
good idea. Again, discussing this with 
my colleague, Senator SHELBY, we both 
think it is a good idea. If the Senator 
from Oklahoma will concur—because I 
am for transparency and I believe we 
cannot have enough of it so that the 

American people can see things and 
make up their own minds—in the inter-
est of time, I would accept the amend-
ment. If the Senator would be willing 
to do a voice vote, I would be more 
than willing to accommodate that. I 
think the amendment is excellent and I 
believe it improves the bill. I am happy 
to accept it, or have it voice voted, or 
have a recorded vote, whatever the 
Senator wants. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I thank 
the chairman for her words on this 
amendment. I have learned a very crit-
ical lesson. We have an Energy and 
Water Appropriations bill that we did 
the same thing on. For some reason, it 
didn’t come out of conference. Trans-
parency didn’t come out. I don’t doubt 
the veracity of the senior Senator from 
Maryland, but I would just as soon 
have a recorded vote, if she would not 
mind. 

I also want to answer the story of the 
rat, which is a great example of the 
mismanagement at the Department of 
Commerce. It does not relate to the 
present Secretary at all. If, in fact, you 
have plumbing problems in the build-
ing, the management is supposed to 
raise that issue. In fact, the Depart-
ment of Commerce received a large 
sum of money with the stimulus. The 
House has only $5 million for the Her-
bert C. Hoover Building. GSA says this 
amendment will not limit at all their 
ability to accomplish what they want 
to accomplish there. 

So if, in fact, $17.5 million is enough 
to get it done, why would we object to 
having more than that—if GSA says it 
is only going to pay $17.5 million, why 
are we putting $22.5 million in it in the 
first place? 

The example proves my point: Man-
agement is lacking. With vigorous 
leadership and a vigorous, strong in-
spector general force that is funded at 
the same level of increase that we fund 
the government, as far as percentage of 
increases, we could hope to accomplish 
that. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2631 
I will move to my other amendment 

No. 2631. I spent a lot of time talking 
about this amendment before the 
chairman came to the floor. I will not 
repeat everything I said, but I will dis-
cuss the question of priorities. 

I have a great respect for a lot of 
what the National Science Foundation 
does. I have very little respect for their 
grants for political science as a 
science. Part of that is because I think 
it is low on the priority of where they 
should be spending money when we can 
create things through NSF to save 
lives and also because of some of the 
grants that have been spent and put 
out there. 

I will review a few of those over a 
short period of time and then will yield 
the floor to my colleague, the chair-
man of this subcommittee. 

How do you back up the fact that the 
National Science Foundation gives a 
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grant for political science—here is the 
question asked: Why do political can-
didates make vague statements and 
what are the consequences? In the 
realm of science, being a physician, 
being trained in the sciences, first of 
all, it is a question to which we already 
know the answer. We know why politi-
cians make vague statements. Because 
they don’t want to get pinned down. 
But most important, they want to get 
reelected or elected. For us to send 
money to study something that stupid, 
that low on priorities is beyond me. 

Or why are people for or against mili-
tary conflicts? Do we need that science 
to tell us so that the next time we are 
in a military conflict we go out and 
manipulate the American people or do 
we have military conflicts based on the 
national defense and security interests 
of this country, even when there are 
political consequences to it? 

The real world would never fund such 
stupidness. They would never allow 
millions and millions of dollars every 
year to be spent on silly things to help 
politicians understand why they spin 
or why they do not answer questions or 
why people might be for or against 
war. It is pretty easy to figure out. 

Or studying how Medicare reform af-
fects seniors’ political views. That is 
pretty easy: If it hurts me, I am ‘‘agin’’ 
it; if it helps me, I am for it. Yet we 
spend hundreds of thousands of dollars 
paying for grants, through the Na-
tional Science Foundation, to univer-
sities that have billions and billions of 
dollars in endowments. As a matter of 
fact, Tufts University has billions in 
endowments. They charge their stu-
dents $40,000 a year in tuition alone. 
They are the recipients of some of this 
grant work, and they are the ones 
squawking the loudest. 

So here we have an entitled class of 
professors in political science who now 
don’t want their gravy train taken 
away when I say right now there is no 
way this can be a priority for this 
country with the debt we have and the 
economic situation we have. It cannot 
be as important as a multitude of other 
things for this young lady. It cannot 
be. 

I do not have any illusions about 
what is going to happen to this amend-
ment. I know the appropriators reign 
supreme. What I am hoping is that the 
American people ultimately reign su-
preme. So as we vote to vote down this 
amendment or they vote to table this 
amendment so they do not have to di-
rectly vote on the amendment, one has 
to walk back and say: What is going on 
in Washington that you will not clean 
up the excesses in a time of great na-
tional distress? We will not and we 
haven’t, and that is why we have a 
giant increase from last year and this 
year. We entered the recession in 2007, 
remember? That is why we borrowed 43 
cents out of every $1 we spent this year 
because we will not make these hard, 
tough choices about why politicians 
are vague, while we continue to spend 
millions and millions of dollars so 

somebody can sit in an office and pon-
tificate and you can see the same an-
swer—all you have to do is look at the 
news shows and you get the same an-
swers. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired. 

Mr. COBURN. I make an inquiry of 
the Chair. Do we have a limit on time 
for debate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
from 4:30 p.m. to 5:30 p.m. is evenly di-
vided. 

Mr. COBURN. I understand. I yield 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Maryland. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, for a 
point of clarification, the time of the 
Senator from Oklahoma has expired 
and how much time do I have? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
221⁄2 minutes. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I 
would like to speak on these amend-
ments for as much time as I may con-
sume, and then if there is some remain-
ing time, perhaps we could, in the in-
terest of comity, share some time. As I 
understand it, there is a vote scheduled 
at 5:30. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, before 
the Senator leaves, I wish to give him 
two punch lines. First of all, I know he 
doesn’t think much of political science. 
He made that clear. But I wish to bring 
to his attention that Dr. Elinor 
Ostrom, who just won the Nobel Prize 
for Economics, is a political scientist. 
She received most of her funding 
through the National Science Founda-
tion—28 grant awards since 1974. Those 
grants helped her lay the groundwork 
for winning the Nobel Prize. She is a 
political scientist, but she used that 
talent to win the prize. I will elaborate 
on that. I am a big fan of her work. 

The other point I wish to bring to the 
Senator’s attention is that the Na-
tional Science Foundation has an $8 
million agreement with DOD in their 
Social Science Department on the so-
cial science dimensions of national se-
curity, conflicts, and cooperation. 
DOD, under its Minerva initiative, has 
joined with the National Science Foun-
dation because they want academic re-
searchers involved in studying authori-
tarian regimes, the strategic impact of 
religious and cultural change, terrorist 
organizations, and other new dimen-
sions in social security. I will describe 
those grants in detail. 

Mr. COBURN. Will the Senator yield 
for a question? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. In a minute. What I 
wish to make clear is that the National 
Science Foundation has helped fund 
the work that laid the groundwork for 
a talented person to win not only the 
Nobel Prize but to come up with the 
kind of ideas where maybe we could 
win markets and jobs. The Department 
of Defense thought enough of the Na-
tional Science Foundation’s Social 
Science Department to come up with 

an $8 million—and it is not a lot of 
money—but an $8 million agreement to 
fund 17 projects, where they are going 
to be studying things such as authori-
tarian regimes, terrorist organizations, 
the impact on religious and cultural 
change, and how maybe they could 
avoid us being blown up. If one of those 
studies helps one policymaker make 
one decision to save one marine, I 
think it is worth the 8 million bucks, 
and I am willing to put it in the Fed-
eral budget. 

I will be happy to yield for a ques-
tion. 

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator agree that the Defense Depart-
ment funds all sorts of research in all 
sorts of scientific areas, and they don’t 
necessarily do that on the predicate— 
they do it on the basis of what their 
need is. There is a very big difference, 
does the Senator agree, between the so-
cial sciences and political science? 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Will the Senator 
from Oklahoma agree that political 
science is one of the branches of social 
science? 

Mr. COBURN. Sure, and I am only 
targeting with my amendment polit-
ical science, not social sciences, if the 
Senator reads my amendment. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Within these DOD 
grants, I am not sure which ones are 
sociology, anthropology or political 
science because it is in that one direc-
torate. 

Mr. COBURN. I thank the chairman 
for allowing me to ask a question. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I op-
pose, as you can see, the amendment of 
the Senator from Oklahoma. He wants 
to eliminate $9 million from the polit-
ical science program at the National 
Science Foundation. I don’t like tar-
geting an individual science area. 
Today it might be political science. 
Another Senator might target biology. 
Remember how we stifled science 
under the gag rules and gag guidelines 
of stem cell research? 

Also, I don’t like trivializing aca-
demic research and academics, that 
somehow or another there is worth-
while science and then there are others 
that can be minimized or trivialized. 

First, I remind everyone about the 
work of the National Science Founda-
tion. The NSF has received bipartisan 
support, and in rising above the gath-
ering storm, the National Academy of 
Sciences pointed out that the National 
Science Foundation is one of our lead 
agencies in promoting innovation 
through its research and its education 
programs. 

This bill also supports the funding 
for the Directorate for Social, Behavior 
and Economic Science. That is the one, 
which I talked about with the Senator 
from Oklahoma, which oversees the po-
litical science office. This directorate’s 
mission is to use basic research to un-
derstand human and institutional be-
havior vital to rebuilding our national 
infrastructure and understanding how 
we operate as a society. 

This program began in 1962, and over 
the years, it has also included an open, 
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transparent relationship with the De-
partment of Defense. This is not black- 
box research. This is out-of-the-box re-
search so maybe we could figure out 
our world better and deal with conflict 
resolution or when we are in a conflict, 
how we can work with other people 
around the world and build democratic 
societies and democratic institutions. 

In recent news, we also were awak-
ened with great pride that two Amer-
ican women won the Nobel Prize. One 
is Dr. Greider, in my home State of 
Maryland at Johns Hopkins. I talked 
with Dr. Greider the other day. Wow, 
what a great American scientist. She 
answered her own phone. She was going 
to join her daughter at a soccer game 
right after she had gotten the call from 
Stockholm. As we talked about her 
groundbreaking research in microbi-
ology, she said she was able to do her 
work because of the grants she had re-
ceived through the National Institutes 
of Health. They had helped her get her 
education, and they had helped her do 
her research. They helped her to win 
the Nobel Prize. But for herself, she 
thought the prize would be a tribute to 
what her work was in microbiology 
that could lead to saving lives. 

We also had another woman win the 
Nobel Prize—Dr. Elinor Ostrom. Her 
training is in political science. She 
won the Nobel Prize for economics. She 
is the first woman ever to win the prize 
for economics—an American woman. 
Although not in the Congress, she has 
received several political science 
grants from NSF because political 
science also looks at institutions which 
also have an impact on our economy. 
Since 1974, Dr. Ostrom has received 
over 20 grants, and these grants helped 
her do her fieldwork all over the world 
in relationship to the economic activ-
ity of people and communities. The 
Royal Swedish Academy of Sciences 
thought enough of her work to award 
her the Nobel Prize. But long before 
they heard of her in Stockholm, the 
National Science Foundation had heard 
of her and helped her with her award- 
winning research. 

We have to keep this going. Our Na-
tional Science Foundation and our 
other scientific institutions must go 
where no thought has gone before. 
That is the point of discovery. Dis-
covery has led to innovation. Innova-
tion leads to the new ideas that lead to 
the new jobs in our society. A society 
that doesn’t innovate stagnates. And 
innovation comes not only in engineer-
ing, though much needed; it doesn’t 
only come in physics, though much de-
sired; it doesn’t come only in medicine, 
in the biological research, though 
much revered; a lot of this is the basic 
social sciences. 

As I said to the Senator from Okla-
homa, for the last 8 years there has 
been a relationship between DOD and 
the National Science Foundation— 
again, in open, transparent research. 
And here, I am quoting from the ‘‘Fed-
eral Technology Watch,’’ October 6, 
2009. ‘‘Federal Technology Watch’’ is a 

weekly report on Federal technology, 
science, and policy areas. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed in the RECORD the 
article from which I am going to quote. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Federal Technology Watch, Oct. 9, 

2009] 
NSF FINDS DECLINING FEDERAL SUPPORT OF 

ACADEMIC R&D 
US universities reported science and engi-

neering r&d expenditures of $51.9-billion in 
FY08, according to a new National Science 
Foundation (NSF) report released Oct. 2. 
However, the preliminary findings of NSF’s 
Survey of Research and Development Ex-
penditures at Universities and Colleges are 
that federal funding decreased as a share of 
the academic r&d total, from 64% in FY05 to 
60% in FY08. Despite this drop, the federal 
government retains its traditional role as 
the largest source of academic r&d funding. 

The FY08 survey data showed an increase 
in federally funded expenditures of 2.5% in 
current dollars, reaching $31.2-billion. After 
adjusting for inflation, this is a 0.2% in-
crease from FY07 and follows two years of 
real declines since FY05. 

Other statistical notes from the NSF re-
port include: 

—Combined sources of non-federal funding 
grew 8.3% during FY08; 

—State and local government funding of 
r&d expenditures grew in FY08 8.8%, increas-
ing to $3.4-billion from $3.1-billion in FY07; 

—Industry funding of academic r&d grew 
7.1% to $2.9-billion in FY08; 

—Funding from academic institutions in-
creased 7% to $10.4-billion in FY08. 

Also, r&d funds for joint projects that were 
passed through primary university recipients 
to other university sub-recipients almost 
doubled from FY00 to FY08, growing from 
$700-million to $1.4-billion in constant 2000 
dollars. The current dollar amount of $1.7- 
billion represents 3.3% of total academic r&d 
expenditures in FY08, compared with 2.3% of 
the total in FY00. 

InfoBrief 09–318, written by NSF analyst 
Ronda Britt of the r&d statistics program, is 
available at: <www.nsf. gov/statistics/ 
infbrief/nsf09318/nsf09318.pdf> 

ELECTRIC VEHICLE FORUM 
The first-ever US-China Electric Vehicle 

Forum was held last week in Beijing, China. 
Attended by over 140 US and Chinese offi-

cials from government, industry, academia 
and advocacy groups, the forum discussed 
progress made in the electric vehicle indus-
try and opportunities for future collabora-
tion. 

The event, co-hosted by Department of En-
ergy (DOE) assistant secretary for policy and 
international affairs David Sandalow and 
Chinese Science & Technology Minister Wan 
Gang, highlighted the rapidly growing elec-
tric vehicle industry in both countries. 

‘‘The US and China share a strong common 
interest in putting millions of electric vehi-
cles on the road soon, which will lessen our 
dependence on foreign oil and help address 
the global climate challenge,’’ Sandalow said 
Sept. 29. ‘‘Working together, we can accom-
plish more than acting alone.’’ 

America and China are the two largest 
auto markets and energy consumers, and to-
gether emit over 40% of the world’s green-
house gases. The forum offered a venue for 
experts to exchange views on recent electric 
vehicle developments and identify promising 
opportunities for technical and policy col-
laboration. 

This year is the 30th anniversary of the 
US-China Science & Technology Agreement, 

which represented the first agreement be-
tween the two countries following normal-
ization of relations in the 1970s. 

‘‘By working together, the US and China 
can leverage technological breakthroughs, 
increase consumer acceptance and grow mar-
ket penetration of clean vehicles,’’ said 
White House counselor for energy and cli-
mate change Jody Freeman, who was a 
speaker at the forum. 

NSF–DOD PROJECTS FUNDED 
$8-million has been awarded to 17 projects 

by the National Science Foundation (NSF) 
under a joint NSF/Department of Defense 
(DOD) solicitation. 

The competition, Social and Behavioral 
Dimensions of National Security, Conflict 
and Cooperation, is focused on basic social 
and behavioral science of strategic impor-
tance to US national security policy, as part 
of the DOD’s Minerva Initiative launched in 
2008. 

Four topic areas that address the needs of 
national security policymakers and the 
ideals of open academic basic research were 
determined jointly by DOD and NSF for the 
solicitation. They are: authoritarian re-
gimes, the strategic impact of religious and 
cultural change, terrorist organizations and 
ideologies, and new dimensions in national 
security. 

These proposals were funded under the 2009 
competition: 

—Status, manipulating group threats, and 
conflict within and between groups: Patrick 
Barclay (Univ. of Guelph) & Stephen Bernard 
(Indiana Univ.); 

—Behavioral insights into national secu-
rity issues: Rachel Croson (UT Dallas) & 
Charles Holt (Univ. of Virginia); 

—Experimental analysis of alternative 
models of conflict bargaining: Wiilliam Reed 
(William Marsh Rice Univ.), Charles Holt 
(Univ. of Virginia), Timothy Nordstrom 
(Univ. of Mississippi), and David Clark 
(State Univ. of New York—Binghamton); 

—Terror, conflict processes, organizations, 
and ideologies: Completing the picture: Ste-
phen Shellman (College of William & Mary), 
Remco Chang (Univ. of North Carolina— 
Charlotte), Michael Covington (Univ. of 
Georgia), Joseph Young (Southern Illinois 
Univ.—Carbondale), & Michael Findley 
(Brigham Young Univ.); 

—How politics inside dictatorships affects 
regime stability and international conflict: 
Barbara Geddes (UCLA) & Joseph Wright 
(Pennsylvania State Univ.); 

—Mapping terrorist organizations: Martha 
Crenshaw (Stanford Univ.); 

—People, power, and conflict in the Eur-
asian migration system: Cynthia Buckley 
(UT Austin); 

—Strategies of violence, tools of peace, and 
changes in war termination: Virginia Fortna 
(Columbia Univ.); 

—Avoiding water wars: Environmental se-
curity through river treaty institutionaliza-
tion: Jaroslav Tir (Univ. of Georgia); 

—Predicting the nature of conflict—an ev-
olutionary analysis of the tactical choice: 
Laura Razzolini (Virginia Commonwealth 
Univ.) & Atin Basuchoudhary (Virginia Mili-
tary Institute); 

—Fighting and bargaining over political 
power in weak states: Robert Powell (UC 
Berkeley); 

—Political economy of terrorism and in-
surgency (workshop): Eli Berman (UC San 
Diego); 

—Substantive expertise, strategic analysis 
and behavioral foundations of terrorism 
(workshop): Rachel Croson (UT Dallas); 

—New armies from old: Merging competing 
military forces after civil wars (workshop): 
Roy Licklider (Rutgers Univ.); 

—Engaging intensely adversarial states: 
The strategic limits and potential of public 
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diplomacy in US national security policy: 
Geoffrey Wiseman (Univ. of Southern Cali-
fornia); 

—Deciphering civil conflict in the Middle 
East: J. Craig Jenkins (Ohio State Univ.); 
and 

—Modeling discourse and social dynamics 
in authoritarian regimes: Jeff Hancock (Cor-
nell Univ.), Arthur Graesser (Univ. of Mem-
phis) & David Beaver (UT Austin). 

DOD partnered with NSF to reach the 
broadest range of academic, social and be-
havioral science, and this collaboration com-
bines the insights of DOD with the peer re-
view expertise of NSF in support of the agen-
cies’ desire to promote basic social and be-
havioral scientific research in areas that will 
benefit the US. 

EPA’S NANOTECH STRATEGY 
A new research strategy to understand bet-

ter how manufactured nanomaterials may 
harm human health and the environment 
was outlined by the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency (EPA) on Sept. 29. 

The strategy describes what research EPA 
will support over the next several years to 
generate information about safe use of nano-
technology and products that contain nano- 
scale materials. It also includes research 
into ways nanotechnology can be used to 
clean up toxic chemicals in the environment. 

Nanomaterials are between one and 100 
nanometers and used in hundreds of con-
sumer products, including sunscreen, cos-
metics and sports equipment. The unusual 
light-absorbing properties of zinc or tita-
nium nanoparticles make high-SPF nano 
sunscreens clear rather than white and stud-
ies have shown that they provide superior 
protection against UV radiation. 

Part of EPA’s role among federal agencies 
is to determine the potential hazards of 
nanotechnology and develop approaches to 
reduce or minimize any risks identified. As 
part of the strategy, EPA researchers are in-
vestigating widely-used nanomaterials, such 
as the carbon nanotubes used in vehicles, 
sports equipment and electronics, and tita-
nium dioxide used in paints, cosmetics and 
sunscreens. 

The research, being conducted in EPA’s 
own laboratories and by grant recipients as 
part of a collaborative effort with other fed-
eral agencies and the international commu-
nity, uses a multi-disciplinary approach that 
examines all aspects of nanomaterials in the 
environment, from their manufacture and 
use to their disposal or recycling. 

EPA’s new nanotech web site offers details 
about the research: <www.epa.gov/ 
nanoscience> 

PRESIDENT EXTENDS PCAST 
On Sept. 29, President Barack Obama 

signed Executive Order (E.O.) 13511, which 
extended terms of several federal advisory 
committees including the President’s Coun-
cil of Advisors on Science and Technology 
(PCAST), E.O. 13226, as amended (Office of 
S&T Policy), until Sept. 30 2011. 

Other committees whose terms are ex-
tended include the following: Committee for 
the Preservation of the White House, E.O. 
11145, as amended (Interior Dept.); National 
Infrastructure Advisory Council; E.O. 13231, 
as amended (Department of Homeland Secu-
rity); Federal Advisory Council on Occupa-
tional Safety and Health, E.O. 12196, as 
amended (Labor Dept.), President’s Board of 
Advisors on Historically Black Colleges and 
Universities, E.O. 13256 (Education Dept.), 
President’s Board of Advisors on Tribal Col-
leges and Universities, E.O. 13270 (Education 
Dept.), President’s Commission on White 
House Fellowships, E.O. 11183, as amended 
(Office of Personnel Management), Presi-
dent’s Committee on the National Medal of 
Science, E.O. 11287, as amended (National 

Science Foundation), President’s Export 
Council, E.O. 12131, as amended (Commerce 
Dept.), President’s National Security Tele-
communications Advisory Committee, E.O. 
12382, as amended (Department of Homeland 
Security), and the Trade and Environment 
Policy Advisory Committee, E.O. 12905 (Of-
fice of the US Trade Representative). 

E.O. 13511 took effect Sept. 30 2009. 
US-RUSSIAN NUCLEAR TALKS 

Deputy Energy Secretary Daniel Poneman 
and Russia’s State Atomic Energy Corpora-
tion’s (Rosatom) director general Sergei 
Kiriyenko held the first meetings of the 
joint US-Russian Nuclear Energy and Nu-
clear Security Working Group last week. 

The Sept. 28–29 meetings opened with a ses-
sion hosted by Energy Secretary Steven Chu, 
who met with director general Kiriyenko and 
deputy secretary Poneman to discuss a num-
ber of issues, including the two countries’ 
mutual work securing vulnerable nuclear 
materials, efforts to increase cooperation on 
civil nuclear technologies, and cooperation 
on other nuclear security issues. 

‘‘The US and Russia have a long and suc-
cessful track record of cooperation in the 
area of nuclear security,’’ said Poneman. 
‘‘These meetings and our visits to Oak Ridge 
National Laboratory and the Y–12 National 
Security Complex demonstrate how seri-
ously our countries take our shared responsi-
bility to promote peaceful uses of nuclear 
energy while combating nuclear dangers. I 
look forward to continuing this record by ex-
panding our cooperation in fulfillment of our 
presidents’ joint statement.’’ 

The meetings, which ended with a plenary 
session co-chaired by Poneman and 
Kiriyenko, were the first since the working 
group was established under the US-Russia 
Bilateral Presidential Commission during 
the July 2009 Presidential Summit. The Nu-
clear Energy and Nuclear Security Working 
Group is co-chaired by Poneman and 
Kiriyenko. In addition to talks in Wash-
ington DC, the meetings included a visit by 
director general Kiriyenko and Poneman to 
the National Nuclear Security Administra-
tion’s Y–12 National Security Complex and 
Oak Ridge National Laboratory (ORNL) in 
Oak Ridge, Tenn. 

‘‘This visit is devoted to an in-depth dis-
cussion of the issues of nuclear energy and 
nuclear security as stipulated by the man-
date from the presidents of the Russian Fed-
eration and the US,’’ said Kiriyenko. ‘‘We’re 
looking forward to the expansion of our bi-
lateral cooperation on these issues.’’ 

After their meeting with Secretary Chu, 
Poneman and Kiriyenko flew to Tennessee to 
visit ORNL and Y–12, where they watched a 
joint nuclear security training exercise. At 
Y–12, Poneman and Kiriyenko discussed nu-
clear materials management issues and 
toured the recently completed Highly En-
riched Uranium Materials Facility. During 
their ORNL visit, Kiriyenko and Poneman 
received a briefing at the Radiochemical En-
gineering Development Center and the Spall-
ation Neutron Source. 

As a result of the meeting, a joint action 
plan was formulated by the working group 
and will be forwarded to President Obama 
and President Medvedev through Secretary 
of State Hillary Clinton and Russian Foreign 
Minister Sergey Lavrov. Secretary Clinton 
and Foreign Minister Lavrov serve as the Bi-
lateral Commission Coordinators. 

DHS CYBER HIRES AUTHORITY 
The Department of Homeland Security 

(DHS) has received new authority to recruit 
and hire cybersecurity professionals over the 
next three years to help the agency meet its 
broad mission to protect the nation’s cyber 
infrastructure, systems and networks. 

‘‘Effective cybersecurity requires all part-
ners—individuals, communities, government 

entities and the private sector—to work to-
gether to protect our networks and strength-
en our cyber resiliency,’’ Homeland Security 
Secretary Janet Napolitano said Oct.1 at the 
launch of National Cybersecurity Awareness 
Month. ‘‘This new hiring authority will en-
able [us] to recruit the best cyber analysts, 
developers and engineers in the world to 
serve their country by leading the nation’s 
defenses against cyber threats.’’ 

A collaboration between DHS, the Office of 
Personnel Management (OPM) and Office of 
Management and Budget (OMB), the new au-
thority allows DHS to fill up to 1,000 critical 
cybersecurity staff positions over three 
years across all of its components. These 
roles include cyber risk & strategic analysis, 
cyber incident response, vulnerability detec-
tion & assessment, intelligence & investiga-
tion, and network & systems engineering. 
But DHS doesn’t anticipate needing to fill 
all the posts. 

The announcement was made by Secretary 
Napolitano at a National Cybersecurity 
Awareness Month ceremony with Deputy De-
fense Secretary William Lynn III and White 
House national security staff acting senior 
director for cybersecurity Chris Painter. 

For National Cybersecurity Awareness 
Month details, visit: 
<www.staysafeonline.org> 

SBA AWARDS PRIME GRANTS 
The Small Business Administration (SBA) 

announced Oct. 2 that 58 non-profit organiza-
tions from 32 states and the District of Co-
lumbia are to receive grant funding under 
the Program for Investment in Microentre-
preneurs Act (PRIME) to assist low-income 
and very low-income entrepreneurs with 
training and technical assistance to start, 
operate, and grow their businesses. 

‘‘SBA remains committed to helping small 
businesses start, grow and succeed, and 
PRIME is one of our many tools for doing 
this,’’ SBA administrator Karen Mills said 
last week. ‘‘Thanks to larger funding this 
year, we were able to provide grant dollars 
to more recipients across more states. These 
grant recipients are on the front line of help-
ing entrepreneurs in particularly under-
served communities with critical tools to 
help them maximize the potential of their 
businesses, create jobs and help strengthen 
the local economy.’’ 

The competition for PRIME grants was 
open to applicants in all 50 states and the US 
territories, and SBA received over 400 appli-
cations. SBA last year funded 35 grants in 12 
states on a non-competitive basis. 

SBA’s PRIME grant funding is intended to 
establish management and technical assist-
ance, access to capital and other forms of fi-
nancial assistance, and business training and 
counseling through qualified organizations 
to small businesses with five or fewer em-
ployees who are economically disadvantaged, 
and businesses owned by low-income individ-
uals, including those on Indian reservations 
and tribal lands. 

The grant funding received will be used to 
provide training and technical assistance to 
disadvantaged microentrepreneurs, supply 
capacity building services to organizations 
that assist with microenterprise training 
and services, and aid in researching and de-
veloping best practices in the field of micro-
enterprise development and technical assist-
ance programs for disadvantaged micro-en-
trepreneurs. 

This year’s total program funding amounts 
to $5 million with grants ranging in size up 
to $250,000 with a 50% match required of the 
recipient. PRIME grants are open to micro-
entrepreneur training and technical assist-
ance providers in all 50 states and US terri-
tories. They have a one-year performance pe-
riod, with four 12-month options. 
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2009 PRIME grant recipients are at: 

<www.sba.gov/services/financialassistance/ 
sbapartners/prime/index.html> 

US-ITALY NUCLEAR R&D PACT 
Two important nuclear energy agreements 

that could lead to construction of new nu-
clear power plants and improved cooperation 
on advanced nuclear energy systems and fuel 
cycle technologies in both countries were 
signed by Energy Secretary Steven Chu and 
Italian Minister for Economic Development 
Claudio Scajola on Sept. 30. 

The US-Italy Joint Declaration Concerning 
Industrial and Commercial Cooperation in 
the Nuclear Energy Sector, which was signed 
on behalf of the US by Energy Secretary Chu 
and Commerce Deputy Secretary Dennis 
Hightower, affirms the strong interest of the 
US and Italy to encourage their respective 
nuclear industries to seek opportunities for 
construction of new nuclear power plants. 

‘‘The agreements reached today reflect our 
vision for strong partnerships with nations 
around the world to help address our shared 
climate and energy challenges,’’ said Sec-
retary Chu. ‘‘Nuclear power will play a key 
role in the production of low-carbon energy 
in the years and decades to come, and we 
look forward to working with Italy and the 
US private sector to advance these impor-
tant technologies.’’ 

‘‘Clean and efficient energy technologies, 
including nuclear power, will be a corner-
stone of a vibrant and prosperous 21st cen-
tury economy,’’ added deputy secretary 
Hightower. ‘‘American companies can offer 
Italy world-class nuclear energy solutions 
while strengthening our own domestic indus-
try.’’ 

A bilateral Agreement on Cooperation in 
Civilian Nuclear Energy Research and Devel-
opment was also signed by Energy Secretary 
Chu and Minister Scajola, which will facili-
tate cooperation between DOE and Italy’s 
Ministry for Economic Development in ad-
vanced nuclear energy systems and associ-
ated fuel cycle technologies. Both nations 
will collaborate in r&d of advanced tech-
nologies to improve the cost, safety, and pro-
liferation-resistance of nuclear power. 

The agreement will also expand efforts to 
promote and maintain nuclear science and 
engineering infrastructure and expertise in 
each country. 

Italy will be a key partner in building 
international consensus and momentum on 
shared nuclear energy and nonproliferation 
agenda, and US energy officials look forward 
to working with their Italian counterparts 
at the Nuclear Security Summit in April 
2010. 

ARS FOOD WASTE PROJECT 
Food scraps are collected every weekday 

from the Maryland Food Distribution Au-
thority in Jessup, Md., and from small local 
food service and marketing establishments 
and trucked to the Agricultural Research 
Service (ARS) Henry Wallace Beltsville Agri-
cultural Research Center (BARC) in Belts-
ville, Md. 

Items not containing metal, glass, or plas-
tic are then are mixed with woodchips, 
leaves and other organic residuals, and sev-
eral months later some of the finished com-
post is delivered to the National Mall in 
Washington DC to be used in gardens at the 
Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) Jamie 
Whitten Federal Building. 

This unusual operation is part of research 
by ARS microbiologist Patricia Millner with 
the BARC Environmental Microbial and 
Food Safety Lab on ways to reduce the re-
lease of methane from landfills by diverting 
food residuals and other organic materials to 
composting. She conducts this research with 
microbiologist Walter Mulbry of BARC’s En-
vironmental Management and Byproduct 
Utilization Lab. 

This year they are also supplying compost 
to the inaugural People’s Garden, part of a 
new program for creating a community gar-
den at each USDA facility, as well as for 
landscaping at the US Botanic Garden and 
the Capitol. 

Millner also makes compost available for 
other federal ‘green’ projects, including roof 
gardens, rain gardens and other landscaping 
designs, to retain water and reduce runoff at 
federal sites in the Washington DC metro-
politan area. 

As part of her efforts to help the federal 
government model ways to compost food 
scraps, Millner has a cooperative r&d agree-
ment (CRADA) with RCM LLC of Maryland 
to capture ammonia in the final compost to 
boost its nitrogen content for fertilizer use. 
She is now comparing several types of insu-
lated composting containers for greenhouse 
gas emission reduction and other cost-ben-
efit characteristics. 

About half of the carbon and nitrogen in 
composting materials is lost to the air, rath-
er than being captured in the compost. 

NIH 115 HIGH-RISK AWARDS 
A total of 115 awards for $348–million to en-

courage investigators to explore bold ideas 
with potential to catapult fields forward and 
accelerate the translation of research into 
improved health were announced by the Na-
tional Institutes of Health (NIH). 

‘‘The appeal of the Pioneer, New Inno-
vator, and now the T–R01 programs, is that 
investigators are encouraged to challenge 
the status quo with innovative ideas, while 
being given the necessary resources to test 
them,’’ NIH director Dr Francis Collins said 
Sept. 24. ‘‘The fact that we continue to re-
ceive such strong proposals for funding 
through the programs reflects the wealth of 
creative ideas in science today.’’ 

The NIH High-Risk Research awards are 
granted under three research programs sup-
ported by its Common Fund Roadmap for 
Medical Research: the NIH director’s Trans-
formative RO1 (T–R01) awards, Pioneer 
awards, and New Innovator awards. 

Enacted by Congress through the 2006 NIH 
Reform Act, the Common Fund supports 
cross-cutting, trans-NIH programs with a 
special emphasis on innovation and risk tak-
ing. Part of the New Innovator Awards ($23- 
million) is supported by American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act funding. 

NIH this year is granting 42 T–R01 awards, 
18 Pioneer awards, and 55 New Innovator 
awards for early-stage investigators, and ex-
pects to make competing awards of $30-mil-
lion to T–R01 awardees, $13.5-million to Pio-
neer awardees, and about $131-million to New 
Innovators in FY09. Total funding provided 
to this effort over a five-year period is esti-
mated at $348-million. 

More details on the T–R01 award are at: 
<http://nihroadmap.nih.gov/T-R01> 

Details of the Pioneer award are at: 
<http://nihroadmap.nih.gov/pioneer> 

Information on the New Innovator award is 
at: <http://nihroadmap.nih.gov/ 
newinnovator> 

NHGRI, NIMH GRANTS 
Grants expected to total $45-million were 

announced last week by the National Human 
Genome Research Institute (NHGRI) and Na-
tional Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) to 
establish new Centers of Excellence in 
Genomic Science in Wisconsin and North 
Carolina, as well as to continue support of 
existing centers in Maryland and California. 

‘‘Our aim is to foster the formation of in-
novative research teams that will develop 
genomic tools and technologies that help to 
advance human health,’’ NHGRI acting di-
rector Dr Alan Guttmacher said Sept. 28. 
‘‘Each of these centers is in a position to 
tackle some of the most challenging ques-
tions facing biology today.’’ 

‘‘NIMH is pleased to partner with NHGRI 
and to be able to support this innovative 
study with funding through the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act,’’ said NIMH 
director Dr Thomas Insel. ‘‘These sophisti-
cated genetic models will provide new oppor-
tunities to accelerate the pace of scientific 
discovery and to make progress toward un-
derstanding how genes shape behavior.’’ 

NHGRI and NIMH are both part of the Na-
tional Institutes of Health (NIH). Launched 
in 2001 by NHGRI, the Centers of Excellence 
in Genomic Science program assembles 
interdisciplinary teams dedicated to making 
critical advances in genomic research. 

The new center, to be co-led by Medical 
College of Wisconsin and Univ. of Wisconsin- 
Madison will receive about $8-million over 
three years. The new center at Univ. of 
North Carolina, Chapel Hill will receive 
about $8.6-million over five years. The exist-
ing center at Univ. of Southern California, 
Los Angeles will receive about $12-million 
over five years and the existing center at 
Johns Hopkins Univ. in Baltimore will get 
about $16.8-million over five years. 

Funding to all four centers will be provided 
by NHGRI. The first two years of the Univ. 
of North Carolina center will be funded by 
NIMH, which will contribute about $6-mil-
lion through the American Recovery and Re-
investment Act (ARRA). In addition, NIMH 
will provide about $1.7-million, in non-ARRA 
funds, of the total funding awarded to the 
Johns Hopkins center. 

More information about the program is at: 
<www.genome.gov/14514219> 

NSF PLANS CPATH SURVEY 
The National Science Foundation (NSF) 

plans a one-year data collection for its Revi-
talizing Computing Pathways (CPATH) in 
Undergraduate Education Program Evalua-
tion. 

Established by NSF’s Computer & Informa-
tion Science & Engineering (CISE) direc-
torate, CPATH is aimed toward preparing a 
US workforce with computing competencies 
and skills imperative to the nation’s health, 
security, and prosperity in the 21st century. 
This workforce includes a cadre of com-
puting professionals prepared to contribute 
to sustained US leadership in computing in a 
wide range of application domains and career 
fields, and a broader professional workforce 
with knowledge and understanding of crit-
ical computing concepts, methodologies, and 
techniques. 

To achieve this vision, CPATH calls for 
colleges and universities to work together 
and with other stakeholders (industry, pro-
fessional societies, and others) to formulate 
and implement plans to revitalize under-
graduate computing education in the US. 
Full engagement of faculty and other indi-
viduals in CISE disciplines will be critical to 
success. 

Successful CPATH projects will be sys-
temic in nature, address a broad range of 
issues, and have significant potential to con-
tribute to the transformation and revitaliza-
tion of undergraduate computing education 
on a national-scale. Qualitative data collec-
tion of this program evaluation will docu-
ment CPATH program strategies used in in-
fusing computational thinking across dif-
ferent contexts and disciplines, examine de-
velopment of communities of practitioners 
and dissemination of best practices around 
computational thinking, and analyze pre-
liminary evidence for how the CPATH pro-
gram is preparing students for career options 
in the STEM workforce. 

Five major questions will guide this pro-
gram evaluation: How is CPATH infusing 
computational thinking in a range of dis-
ciplines serving undergraduate education? 
What evidence is there that university and 
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community college departments and faculty 
are integrating computational thinking into 
their courses? How are undergraduate stu-
dents benefitting from their participation in 
CPATH projects? What evidence is there that 
CPATH is developing communities of practi-
tioners that share best practices regularly 
across different contexts and disciplinary 
boundaries? How is CPATH promoting sus-
tainable multi-sector partnerships that rep-
resent a broad range of stakeholders (e.g., in-
dustry, higher education, K12) and con-
tribute to workforce development supporting 
continued US leadership in innovation? 

NSF will seek answers to these questions 
through use of mixed evaluation methods in-
cluding document analyses, site visit inter-
views, and telephone interviews with se-
lected CPATH grant participants including 
principal investigators, staff, faculty, admin-
istrators, students, and external partners. 
Participation in program evaluations is 
mandatory for all CPATH awardees. 

After considering public continent, NSF 
will request that OMB approve clearance of 
this one-time collection [OMB No. 3145–NEW] 
for no longer than one year. 

NSF estimates about 200 respondents (indi-
viduals) will take part in the survey and 
take an average of 1 1⁄2-hours per response. 

For more details, contact Suzanne 
Plimpton at (703) 292–7556; splimpto@nsf.gov. 

CDC AWARDS CENTER GRANTS 
Award of $4.37-million in competitive 

grants to enhance health care information 
management and improve detection and re-
sponse to emerging public health threats was 
announced Sept. 25 by the Centers for Dis-
ease Control and Prevention (CDC). 

The CDC grants will fund four new Centers 
of Excellence in Public Health Informatics 
at Harvard Pilgrim Health Care, Indiana 
Univ., Univ. of Pittsburgh, and Univ. of 
Utah. 

‘‘These centers will advance the study and 
practice of public health informatics 
through collaborative efforts among aca-
demic public health experts, local and state 
public health departments, developing re-
gional health information organizations, and 
other health and informatics professionals,’’ 
said CDC’s National Center for Public Health 
Informatics acting director Dr Stephen 
Thacker. 

The overall purpose of the center of excel-
lence initiative is to find strategies and tools 
that increase the ability of health depart-
ments, physicians and other health care pro-
viders to promote health and prevent dis-
eases, injuries or disabilities. A common em-
phasis will be translation of results into 
measurable public health impacts. 

Each center of excellence will conduct two 
new projects that support national priorities 
in informatics; and support real-time bio-
surveillance for potential health threats 
through immediate access to data from hos-
pitals and health care systems in major met-
ropolitan areas across the US. 

The principal investigators, projects, and 
overall goals of the centers are: 

—Harvard Pilgrim Health Care, Boston, 
Mass. (Dr Richard Platt & Dr Kenneth 
Mandl): Personally-controlled health records 
and social networks; and electronic support 
for public health: Diabetes Mellitus; 

—Indiana Univ., Indianapolis (Dr Shaun 
Grannis): Bringing public health to the point 
of care: Overcoming digital barriers; and en-
hancing basic infrastructure capabilities 
that support public health practice; 

—Univ. of Pittsburgh (Dr Michael Wagner): 
Automatic case detection using clinical 
data; and Bayesian outbreak detection and 
characterization; 

—Univ. of Utah, Salt Lake City (Dr Mat-
thew Samore): Visual analytics & decision 

support for core public health missions; and 
just-in-time delivery of dynamically main-
tained public health knowledge. 

Five previously-funded centers have be-
come national leaders in public health 
informatics. According to CDC officials, 
their academic productivity has been im-
pressive, generating over 85 peer reviewed 
publications, 153 presentations at national 
meetings, and more than 100 posters and ab-
stracts. They have also made contributions 
to strategic national activities. 

STATE R&D ACTIVITY SURVEY 
The US Census Bureau plans to continue to 

conduct the Survey of State Research and 
Development Expenditures in order to meas-
ure r&d supported and performed by state 
governments in the US. 

This survey, a joint effort between Census 
Bureau and the National Science Foundation 
(NSF), is sponsored by NSF, which has a 
statutory charge to provide a central clear-
inghouse for the collection, interpretation, 
and analysis of data on s&e resources, and to 
provide a source of information for policy 
formulation by other federal agencies. 

Under this legislative mandate, NSF has 
sponsored surveys of r&d since 1953, includ-
ing the Survey of Industrial Research and 
Development and the Survey of State Re-
search and Development Expenditures. 

The survey form includes items on r&d ex-
penditures by source of funding, by per-
former (internal and external to state agen-
cies), and by character (basic, applied, or de-
velopmental), and the final results produced 
by NSF contain state and national estimates 
useful for a variety of data users interested 
in r&d and development performance. These 
include the National Science Board, the Of-
fice of Management & Budget, and the Office 
of S&T Policy, as well as other science pol-
icy makers, institutional researchers and 
private organizations. 

All data are collected electronically via a 
web-based form, and the 500 or so state gov-
ernment agencies surveyed will be assisted 
during the collection period by central state 
coordinators. 

An estimated 52 state coordinators and 500 
state agencies are expected to respond to the 
voluntary survey, with the time per response 
being four hours for every state coordinator 
and 11⁄2 hours for every state agency. 

Comments on the proposed data collection 
[Form No. SRD–1] must be submitted by 
Nov. 20 to Diana Hynek at dHynek@doc.gov. 

For more information, contact Pamela 
Medwid at pamela.d.dutterer@census.gov. 

ARMY’S TOP 10 INVENTIONS 
The US Army’s Top Ten Greatest Inven-

tions of 2008 were recognized during a Sept. 
21 awards ceremony, attended by top Army 
s&t officials including Army Materiel Com-
mand (AMC) Commander Gen. Ann 
Dunwoody and Army Research, Development 
& Engineering Command (ARDEC) Com-
mander Maj. Gen. Paul Izzo, in Arlington, 
Va. 

The annual awards program, which gets 
nominations from across the Army’s s&t 
community, aims to recognize the best tech-
nology solutions for soldiers. This year’s 
awards recognized the following inventions 
fielded by the Army during 2008: 

—1. XM153 Common Remotely Operated 
Weapon Station (CROWS) [Army Armament 
Research, Development & Engineering Cen-
ter (AARDEC)]: Able to be mounted on a va-
riety of vehicles, this system offers the abil-
ity to aim and fire remotely a suite of crew- 
served weapons from a stationary platform 
or while moving; 

—2. Projectile Detection Cueing (PDCue)— 
CROWS Lightning [AARDEC]: This low-cost 
acoustic gunfire detection system is able to 
detect and locate the origin of incoming gun-
fire; 

—3. Light machine gun & medium machine 
gun cradle [AARDEC]: This cradle provides a 
more stable and accurate firing platform and 
reliable, twist-free ammunition feeding re-
gardless of weapon orientation; 

—4. Overhead cover for objective gunner 
protection kit [AARDEC]: An integrated 
armor/ballistic glass system mounted onto 
the objective gunner protection kit of tac-
tical and armored vehicles, it provides an en-
hanced 360 degree ballistic protection for 
gunners while retaining visibility for situa-
tional awareness; 

—5. Enhanced mobile rapid aerostat initial 
deployment vehicle [Army Aviation and Mis-
sile Research, Development & Engineering 
Center]: This system combines multiple in-
telligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance 
capabilities onto a single, integrated plat-
form; 

—6. Whisper [Army Communications— 
Electronics Research, Development & Engi-
neering Center]: The system’s passive detec-
tion capability can be used to detect enemy 
radio-controlled improvised explosive device 
(IED) threats; 

—7. Combat gauze for treating hemorrhage 
in injured soldiers [Army Institute of Sur-
gical Research]: Hemorrhages account for 
50% of deaths among combat casualties and 
many of these deaths are potentially pre-
ventable with prompt and effective treat-
ment. This large-sized flexible roll of non- 
woven medical gauze, impregnated with ka-
olin, a clotting agent, can be used to treat 
severe external bleeding, especially where a 
tourniquet can’t be applied. It has also been 
proposed to treat deep bleeding at the end of 
a long wound tract; 

—8. Mine-resistant ambush-protected 
armor weight reduction spiral program 
[Army Research Lab]: This program enabled 
Army to meet MRAP program protection re-
quirements for a high priority, anti-armor, 
IED threat, and its goal was to introduce 
lightweight composites, new materials, and 
enhanced ballistic mechanisms to reduce the 
added weight of final armor packages. 

—9. Mine-resistant ambush-protected expe-
dient armor program add-on-armor kit 
[Army Tank Automotive Research, Develop-
ment & Engineering Center (TARDEC)]: De-
veloped to safeguard soldiers against lethal 
threats of IEDs and explosively formed 
penetrators, the armor uses armor physics, 
as opposed to armor mass, to defeat the 
threat. It has led to a 50% cut in weight, 
while increasing the armor protection on all 
MRAP vehicles without sacrificing vehicle 
performance or payload; 

—10. One system remote video terminal A- 
kit [TARDEC]: An innovative modular video 
and data system enabling soldiers to receive 
remotely near-real-time surveillance image 
and geospatial data direct from tactical un-
manned aerial vehicles and manned plat-
forms. 

AMC is the Army’s premier provider of ma-
teriel readiness in the form of technology, 
acquisition support, materiel development, 
logistics, power projection and sustainment 
. . . 

Ms. MIKULSKI. The quote is as fol-
lows: 

$8 million has been awarded to 17 projects 
by the NSF under a joint NSF/Department of 
Defense solicitation. The competition, Social 
and Behavioral Dimensions of National Se-
curity, Conflict and Cooperation, is focused 
on basic social and behavioral science of 
strategic importance to US national security 
policy. 

So again, the competition is in the 
social science directorate. And the four 
topic areas the DOD thought it was im-
portant to contract out, through the 
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NSF, are in the following areas, ac-
cording to this article: 

Authoritarian regimes, the strategic im-
pact of religious and cultural change, ter-
rorist organizations and idealogies, and new 
dimensions in national security. 

They awarded these 17 grants, and let 
me read what some of them are. One is 
experimental analysis of alternative 
models of conflict bargaining. Now, 
you might say: Ho-hum. But you know 
what, maybe some idea out of that will 
help us crack how we can bring peace 
to the Middle East. Another is mapping 
terrorist organizations. Well, that is a 
pretty good idea. Maybe some of that 
research will help us get out of Afghan-
istan. How about predicting the nature 
of conflict? Well, we kind of know what 
that is, but do we really? Because if we 
understand the nature of conflict, 
maybe we can learn to defang conflict. 

Let’s look at another issue which I 
am very concerned about because of 
my worry about the planet—avoiding 
water wars: environmental security. 
These may be new threats to the 
United States. 

I could read every one of these, but 
what I want to say is that DOD has 
partnered with NSF—to quote from 
this article—‘‘to reach the broadest 
range of academic, social and behav-
ioral science, and this collaboration 
combines the insights of DOD with the 
peer review expertise of NSF in support 
of the agencies’ desire to promote basic 
social and behavioral research in areas 
that will benefit the United States.’’ 

‘‘Federal Technology Watch’’ said it 
best. To take out $9 million is really 
penny-wise and pound-foolish. I am 
going to oppose the amendment of the 
Senator on that issue. I will oppose the 
amendment of the Senator on taking 
money from much-needed Commerce 
Department renovations and putting it 
in IG because we do fund the Presi-
dent’s request in IG. 

I do, however, like the amendment of 
the Senator from Oklahoma on more 
transparency in government reports 
that are coming into the Commerce 
Department. I believe we could have 
passed that one by voice vote. I am 
sorry we have to go through the me-
chanics of a recorded vote. He is wor-
ried I would drop it in conference, but 
I could give him my word that we 
would maintain that amendment as 
best we could. But so be it, the Senator 
is entitled to that. 

So, Mr. President, as we conclude our 
conversation this afternoon, I want to 
be very clear. We oppose two of the 
Coburn amendments. I accept one that 
you will see down at the desk where I 
stand. 

I had hoped we could avoid a cloture 
vote. Senator SHELBY and I have 
worked hard on a bipartisan bill, and I 
once again acknowledge the Senator 
from Alabama, my Republican col-
league. We have an excellent bill that 
funds not only the Commerce Depart-
ment but the Justice Department, and 
now we are facing the threat of a fili-
buster by amendment after amend-

ment. I had hoped we could have 
reached some kind of agreement on a 
limited number of amendments, but 
since we can’t, it looks as if we are 
going to have to go to cloture. 

I think we have had a good discus-
sion, and I want to reiterate the three 
goals of the Commerce, Justice, 
Science Subcommittee. No. 1, we want 
to promote the security of the Amer-
ican people. We want to do it over 
there and we want to do it here. That 
is why we fund the Justice Depart-
ment. We also want to promote innova-
tion, and we have vigorous funding for 
our science agencies and innovation 
from the government that will also be 
on the side of those innovators. No. 3, 
where we do agree with the Senator 
from Oklahoma is on increased over-
sight, accountability, stewardship, and 
transparency. 

Mr. President, I know we are about 5 
minutes from the vote, so I will now re-
serve the remainder of my time. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LAU-
TENBERG). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-

imous consent, pursuant to rule XXII, 
the Chair lays before the Senate the 
pending cloture motion, which the 
clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

CLOTURE MOTION 
We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-

ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close debate on the committee- 
reported substitute amendment to H.R. 2847, 
the Departments of Commerce, Justice and 
Science and Related Agencies Appropria-
tions Act of Fiscal Year 2010. 

Harry Reid, Barbara A. Mikulski, Bar-
bara Boxer, Robert Menendez, Charles 
E. Schumer, Patty Murray, Tom Har-
kin, Patrick J. Leahy, Roland W. 
Burris, Mark Begich, Ben Nelson, Dan-
iel K. Inouye, Debbie Stabenow, Ber-
nard Sanders, Dianne Feinstein, John 
F. Kerry, Edward E. Kaufman. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. By unan-
imous consent, the mandatory quorum 
call is waived. 

The question is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the committee- 
reported substitute to H.R. 2847, the 
Departments of Commerce, Justice, 
Science, and Related Agencies Appro-
priations Act of 2010, shall be brought 
to a close? 

The yeas and nays are mandatory 
under the rule. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk called 

the roll. 
Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the 

Senator from Alaska (Mr. BEGICH), the 
Senator from West Virginia (Mr. 

BYRD), and the Senator from Hawaii 
(Mr. INOUYE) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. KYL. The following Senators are 
necessarily absent: the Senator from 
North Carolina (Mr. BURR), the Senator 
from Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON), and the 
Senator from Mississippi (Mr. WICKER). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 56, 
nays 38, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 320 Leg.] 
YEAS—56 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Bennet 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Brown 
Burris 
Cantwell 
Cardin 
Carper 
Casey 
Conrad 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Franken 

Gillibrand 
Hagan 
Harkin 
Johnson 
Kaufman 
Kerry 
Kirk 
Klobuchar 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
McCaskill 
Menendez 
Merkley 
Mikulski 

Murray 
Nelson (NE) 
Nelson (FL) 
Pryor 
Reed 
Rockefeller 
Sanders 
Schumer 
Shaheen 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Tester 
Udall (CO) 
Udall (NM) 
Warner 
Webb 
Whitehouse 
Wyden 

NAYS—38 

Alexander 
Barrasso 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Collins 
Corker 
Cornyn 
Crapo 

DeMint 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Johanns 
Kyl 
LeMieux 
Lugar 

McCain 
McConnell 
Murkowski 
Reid 
Risch 
Roberts 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Snowe 
Thune 
Vitter 
Voinovich 

NOT VOTING—6 

Begich 
Burr 

Byrd 
Hutchison 

Inouye 
Wicker 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this 
vote the yeas are 56, the nays are 38. 
Three-fifths of the Senators duly cho-
sen and sworn not having voted in the 
affirmative, the motion is rejected. 

Under the previous order, the motion 
to reconsider the vote by which cloture 
was not invoked is considered entered. 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, in years 
past, appropriations bills were finished 
in a reasonably short period of time. 
There was cooperation between both 
sides. That, of course, has ended. We 
are now in an era where the President 
of the United States goes to a foreign 
country trying to bring the Olympics 
to the United States. And when the 
Olympics do not go to Chicago, our Re-
publican colleagues cheer. If you can 
imagine that, that is what happened. 

When the President is awarded the 
Nobel Peace Prize, only the third time 
in the history of the country that a sit-
ting President is awarded the Nobel 
Peace Prize, we get the same dis-
satisfaction of this tremendous honor 
given to our country from our Repub-
lican colleagues. 

As was written in the New York 
Times 1 week ago: The Republicans are 
legislating out of spite. Anything that 
slows things down, confuses, diverts 
from the business at hand, they are 
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happy to do that. There were 100 fili-
busters last year. And the American 
people should understand filibusters 
are more than just a word. It takes 
days and weeks of the Senate’s time to 
work through that process. 

We are going to get this bill passed, 
and we will complete the work on this 
appropriations bill—not because the 
Republicans deserve it, with their 
many earmarks in the bill. We are 
going to go ahead and do it anyway. We 
are going to do it because it is the 
right thing for the country. 

There are many amendments that 
are germane. There are a number of 
amendments that were not germane 
postcloture. They would be considered. 
I told everyone that. 

This is a game Republican Senators 
are playing. I think it is a very unfair 
game for the American people. I do 
hope the American people are watch-
ing, and they are. All you have to do is 
look at the LA Times. In Los Angeles 
this weekend, there was a front-page 
story indicating that the Republican 
Party, as a result of what is going on in 
the Senate, is at the lowest point in 
the history of the country for a polit-
ical party. Why wouldn’t they be? 

We do have one brave soul who voted 
to get the bill out of the Finance Com-
mittee, and I appreciate her work. No 
cooperation on one of the most impor-
tant issues facing the country in gen-
erations, health care reform. Do they 
have a plan? Of course not. It is the 
party of no, as indicated in this vote 
tonight. 

I suggest the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs. 

SHAHEEN). The Republican leader. 
Mr. MCCONNELL. Madam President, 

on the vote just cast, as my friend well 
knows, we had worked on an amend-
ment list not only last week but earlier 
today. We were down to what I thought 
was a manageable list. There is no one 
on this side of whom I am aware trying 
to prevent the Commerce-Justice-State 
bill from passing. So far this year we 
have had a very good amendment proc-
ess. Members have been able to offer 
their amendments and get votes. I 
thought until about 5:15 this afternoon 
we were going to be able to get an 
amendment list. It broke down some-
how in the discussions. So I wouldn’t 
make more out of this than it is. We 
were very close to being able to finish 
this bill. 

I suggest we continue to work on the 
amendment list, which was quite rea-
sonable, and wrap up the bill in the 
very near future. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, I appre-
ciate the suggestion of my Republican 
counterpart. But we are going to get 
cloture on this bill, and we will handle 
the germane amendments. We have leg-
islated on this bill for 5 days. That 
should be enough. The list they think 
is reasonable, someone should take a 
look at it and see how unreasonable it 
is. We will go ahead. We will do the 
regular order. We will get cloture on 
this bill, and we will handle the ger-

mane amendments—maybe. We don’t 
have to handle the germane amend-
ments. We don’t have to deal with 
those. We might do that; we might not 
do it. 

I think what has happened in the 
Senate is outrageous. I want to make 
sure the record is clear. I appreciate 
very much JOHN MCCAIN saying nice 
things about President Obama getting 
the Nobel Peace Prize. Another person 
who says he is running for President 
also said nice things about President 
Obama getting that. That was Gov-
ernor Pawlenty. Obviously, Governor 
Pawlenty knows the American people 
think it is wrong for someone who re-
ceives this high honor, for people not 
to pat him on the back. 

What has gone on in the Senate is as 
indicated in the New York Times last 
month: they are legislating out of 
spite. We are going to continue to work 
for the betterment of this country and 
move forward on the agenda this coun-
try needs to work on. We have had a 
successful year legislating. It has been 
extremely difficult. We have had a lot 
of hurdles to go over. 

I appreciate the legislation we have 
passed. We only recently got 60 votes. 
We have had 58, so we have always 
needed a couple Republicans. And we 
have been able to get those but just 
barely. I appreciate the scowls from 
the other side as they vote with us. 

We have a lot of important things to 
do. We are going to continue working 
on them. Health care has taken a lot 
longer than we had anticipated, but we 
will take that over the finish line. It 
will be hard, but we are going to do 
that. I hope we can do it with some 
support from the Republicans. It ap-
pears at this stage that we are not 
going to get any, other than maybe a 
couple of courageous souls. Maybe we 
will get three if we are lucky. 

We have to do something about en-
ergy, an important issue. We are going 
to deal with that. We have to do some-
thing about regulation reform. 

It would be a lot better for the Amer-
ican people if Republican Senators 
worked with us. Take, for example, the 
health care bill from the HELP Com-
mittee. You would think, after having 
accepted scores and scores of Repub-
lican amendments, that some Repub-
lican would say a nice thing about that 
HELP bill. Not a word. Every single 
member of the Republican Party who is 
a member of the HELP Committee 
voted against the bill. 

It is pretty clear what is happening 
around here. As I indicated—for the 
third time—Republicans are legislating 
out of spite, and that is not good for 
this country. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Re-
publican leader. 

Mr. MCCONNELL. With all due re-
spect to my good friend, the majority 
leader, I don’t know what the vote we 
just had had to do with the President 
winning a Nobel Peace Prize. I con-
gratulate him for that. I think all 
Members are proud that he was able to 

achieve that. I don’t know what it had 
to do with health care. What it had to 
do with is the Commerce-Justice-State 
appropriations bill. 

We had agreed to all of the amend-
ments on a list but one. We said to the 
majority that we would eliminate the 
one. So I don’t know why they can’t 
take yes for an answer. We basically 
had an agreement on our amendment 
list but for one amendment which they 
objected to, and we said we would take 
it off the list. It strikes me rather than 
having a spirited debate about health 
care and other matters, we ought to 
agree to the amendment list and finish 
the bill. 

Mr. REID. Madam President, Thurs-
day we waited virtually all day—all 
day—for them to come up with a list. 
It was never quite right. Never quite 
right. I was here late Thursday night, 
very late Thursday night. Everyone 
else had gone home. But the Repub-
licans refused to OK a list. So I had no 
alternative but to file a motion to in-
voke cloture. The agreement is in their 
minds only. We have been very gen-
erous in allowing amendments that 
have nothing to do with bills this 
whole year. We were still willing to do 
that with this piece of legislation. This 
is part of a stall that we have had all 
year long, the stall all day Thursday. 
We had problems on Wednesday trying 
to come up with a list, and Thursday. 
Just never quite right. 

Suddenly, today, we have a list. We 
are willing to drop an amendment. I 
don’t know what amendment they are 
talking about dropping. 

I have made my statement very 
clear. We have a pattern in the Senate 
by the Republicans that is abusive to 
the system. It is preventing the Amer-
ican people from getting work done. An 
example is this very important bill 
dealing with law enforcement—Com-
merce-Justice-State—FBI agents. Sen-
ator MIKULSKI has worked very hard. 
She is proud of this legislation. We are 
going to go ahead and get it done with-
out the Republicans. We are going to 
go ahead and do it. Their earmarks are 
included. We are not going to take 
away any of their earmarks because we 
believe in fairness. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. REID. I ask unanimous consent 
that we now proceed to a period of 
morning business with Senators al-
lowed to speak therein for up to 10 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Ohio. 
f 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. BROWN. I ask unanimous con-
sent to be recognized for up to 20 min-
utes, followed by Senator HATCH for up 
to 20 minutes, and Senator GRASSLEY 
for up to 20 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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